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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Sn~~ Ts,k An Analysis of the Unit Race Relations Training Program
in the U.S. Army

Aurhvr~ Robert 1. Hielt and Peter G. Nordlie
Human Sciences Research. Inc.

Sp t ’nsi * U.S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences
l)AHC 19-76.C.OOlS

Con:~ectitg ()ffscer s
Trchn~& Rqwi~wn auN Dr. James A. Thomas

[his report is the first at a series of reports from an on going study of Army

rat.e relations and equal opportunity training [he ‘.cope of this particular report is limited to

( ONI~’S and the Pacific . training in USARL UR jnd thy cspcnnwntal training now underway

will he esamined in fort h,nming reports. —.

~~ .j hc overall purpose of the study is to dcscnhc how the RR’l U unit training program

is being impkmcn cd .it local kscls in the field an ti to 1sSt sS the cffcctneness of that tra ining.

the tindings in this report arc ho r n  data +.olk~ ted at t o ur TRA IXX .in+i lout FORSCOM posts

in ( ()N1 S and two 3o~j lions in the Pacific hs biracial research teanis tltiñng June and Jul y oh

I ‘)Th Data were ~ ‘lk~ ted h> intcrs iews ~nd tltiesh,onn.IIres from a number of different groups

at ca¼h post.

N
Data Collection

Sources Methods

40’; random sampk oh pcrsoiuicl Surses Questionnaire
from appro x imately I 2 companies
per post N 4 .340)

Brigade CommandersIN l’ Indiv idual Intcrs iews

Battalion Commanders N = Individual Interv iews

Company Commanders (N ‘)7 i Individual Interviews plus Questionnaires

Inhislcd PcrsonneliN 3 l S i  Group interviews plus Questionnaires

RR 1 0 Personnel Group Interviews plus Questionnaires
DRRI Graduates iN ~ 98)

• DI,C Graduatcs Uir l i l t
• Non•DRKI DI C ( Na  48)
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The report is organized around four major topics : (l,i racial climate in the Army ;

(2) how the RR/EO unit training program is being impkmented ; (3) attitudes toward and

perceptions of the RR/EO training program; (4) comparison of’ companies with higher and

lower quality training programs. A number of conclusions and potential implications are

drawn (ruin the findings presented.

Racial Climate In the Army

The generally improving trend in racial attitudes, which studies have documented

has been occumng since I 4
~’ 1. has stopped its upward movement by 1976. Despite the low

frequency of overt interracial violence, race -related tensions persist and may he increasing.

These tensions are Iuekd from two sources. (I ) the frustration and bitterness of minorities.

and i 2 the anger of a growing number of whites who perceive they arc being victimized by J
“reverse discrimination.” Ii appears that a sort of “Inirrrar iai détente ’ exists beneath which

flows in undercurrent of suppressed interracial tension.

The overall picture is mixed~ real progress in RR IEO has occurred, on the one hand.

and on the other , racial tensions persist and may be growing.

How RRIEO Unit Training Is Being Implemented

Less than half of all companies in (‘ONUS are conducting monthly RR/EO seminars.

The quality of training is low and its relationship to RR ’EO often minimal. There is much

evidence that the unit training program is largely a “paper program” and for most company

commanders its priority is extremely low. It seldom reaches personnel above the rank of

IS : those persons who by virtue of their role in the organization have the most power to

effec t change if change is needed are least likely to participate in the seminars. The sensitive

nature of the subject matter coupled with the specialized background knowledge required

make it nearly impossible for untrained chain-of-command personnel to conduct effective

RR/EO seminars.

iv
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1’ Attitudes toward and P eptknw of
the RR /EO Traiting Program

Two seemingly contradictory trends can be seen occurring for both whites and

blacks. Since l~ 72 , an increasing percentage of bOth saw RRJ EO training as effective in

helping to reduce racial tensions; simultaneously, an increasing number of both saw the

f training as not effective at all.

• Despite widespread dissatisfaction with the current RR/EO training program, few

personnel feel that there is no need for some type of RR/FO training. All groups queried

express a decided preference for some new approach to RR/FO training to be developed and

almost no one favored that RRi LO training be eliminated.

There is much confusion over the basic objectives and rationale of the Army ’s

KR I~
() program. The program is seen h~ many as primarily for show , as too black onented.

and as havin~ the wrong target audience .

Commanders and RR LO personnel have very divergent views about the KR , RI

training program. (‘ommanders feel that an inflexible program is being “crammed down their

throats” and that they are not allowed to design the program to fit their units’ needs. They

admit they do not have suft icient training in the KR t o  area themselves and they feel they

do not get sufficient support from trained RR/EO personnel. RR/EO personnel, on the

other hand , feel that commanders do not support t ! e  program and avoid their training re-

sponsibilities where they can.

Compar~on of Companies with Higher and Lower
Quality Training Programs

There are more po~ tive race-related attitudes, perceptions, knowledge. and re-

• ported behaviors in units with higher quality training programs than in units with lower

quality programs. Higher quality training appears to be related, therefore, to the presence

of greater racial harmony although further work is necessary before a causal relationship

can be established. Although the racial chinate tends to be better in units with higher

‘p
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t
quality training programs, there is clearly much room for improvement even in the best of

them. An important question remains as to whether training modeled on the present regu-

lations is the most effect ive approach to achieving the training objectives.

Tentative Conclusions and Some Implications

The present study is continuing and new findings will undoubtedly influence any

conclusions offered at this point. For that reason, the overail conclusions and the implica-

tions drawn from them are offe red tentatively.

• The racial climate in the Army is such that morale, motivat ion,
and unit cifectiveness are , in all likelihood, adversely affected.

• There is a general consensus that a need for RR 1EO training

• There is general dissatisfaction with the current training program
(01 a .ancty of different rcas ons.

• There is liule KR 10 training actually being conducted under the
current program.

• Where R R/EO training is being conducted in conformance with
current regulations it appears to be associated with more positive
race relations.

A number of potential action implications can also he slated .

• A clear statement of the goals and objectives of the training pro-
gram needs to be developed and communicated to all persons
throughout the Army.

• The basic training model currently in existence needs to be recon-
sidered.

• Commanders need instruction in how to apply the current train-
ing model and how to achieve the program objectives in their units.

• RRIEO training regulations need to be enforced.

vi
I

1



—S — ---S. 5—

• A strong RR/EO monitoring function needs to be established
which focuses on substantive issues.

• DRRI and Discussion Leaders Course graduates need to be better

integrated into the training system.

• Commanders need to be convinced that the program does con-
tribute to unit readiness.

• Commanders need a better understanding of the problem to
which the RR/EO program is addressed.

vii
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCtION AND OVERViEW

The development and implementation of race relations and equal opportunity

programs within the Army during the late s iSt iCs and early seventies constitutes one of the

most massive change efforts of its typc ever unucrtakcn by an~ large organization. The

creation of training programs, the development of race rvlations.equal opportunity ( R R .t O i

sij its , the formulation and enforcement of new policies, all required a tremendous invest-

ment of time and effort. At their se r~ outset . the Army ’s race relations training programs

w~re initiated quickly to meet urgent needs , there was litt le precedent on ~ hich to build

and no ezpcnentx with such training in the military . Method s were chosen and content

formulated on t he basis of limited experience . trial and error, and the hest iudgmenfs of

relatively few people.

The original Army-wide race relations and equal opportunity training program
( RAP I) was a mandatory 18-hour block of instruction which was generally taught by gradu-

ates of t he Defense Race Relations Institute (DRRIi at the post or comnlunitv. By early

1974, that program was modified by a revised AR 600-42 to create RAP II which placed the

pnmary responsibility for conducting RR I-() t raining on the chain of command and required

seminars to be conducted within units in platoon-sazed groups on a monthly basis. Currently
( December I9’~~, revisions of the basic KR 1-0) policy documents are under consideration

and furt her modifications in the unit training program are likely ,

The original training program was crea ted and most of the subsequent changes in

the program have been made with little input from evaluation research designed to measure

the effectivenes, of the training being given. A major impetus for the present research study

is to help remedy that deficiency and begin to provide objective data on what impact the

training is having. A further impetus is the desire to determine how, in fact , the present

- -  .~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ _ 
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policy is actually being implemented in the field. I hcse t~~o needs for information provide

the twin thrusts behind the present study i c ., prograili analy s is and impact assessment.

Status of This Report

The total research study consists of’ three different parts

Part I the development of ’ a management tool for use h~ unit
com manders to measure institutional discnmination at
Jis ision, brigade, and batta lion levels.

Part ~~~~
• ana lysis and asse~~ment ot the unit training program in

rj ~e relations and equal opportunity.

Par t III an evaluation of how well the Defense Race Relations
Inst it ulc (DRRI) prepares personnel to perform KR 1-0
rules in the Army -

la ch part is rela t isel v independent of the other parts and has Its  own time schedule .

The total stud y ex tends over 20 months. The present report is one of several on Part II.

It was prepared to provide initial results from the unit training analysis and assessment part

of the study to operational u sers in as timely a fashion as possible.

Objectives of Part II of the Study

Part II of the study has two ohj~ctivcs

• to describe how the unit training program is being implemented
at the local lcve l.and

• to as.ses.c w hat impact the unit training program is having.

The first objective involves a comparison between how the unit training program was Intended

to function with how it was actually functioning at those sites visited during the study. In

other words, how was the policy translated into reality at the company level in the field?

-5 
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The second objective focuses on measuring the impact of RR/EO training. The

intent is to m easure changes in knowledge. att itudes, perceptions, and behavior which can

be attributed to t he KR 1-0 training experience . The purpose is to determine what impact

KR 1-0 training is having , w hat aspects of variations appear most and least effectiv e and,

ultimately , now such training can be made more effective . In short , the assessment objective

is to determine the extent to wiuch KR/EO training is achieving i ts  objectives.

Research Approach

The study is aimed at determining the effectiveness of an Army-wide training

program. It attempts to  relate the characteristics of the training program (the independent

variables) to the achievement of program objectives (the dependent va riables ). Figure 1

schematically depicts the general relationships among the variables involved. It relates poli~)’

statements at .uII orgarniational kvels to the stated requirements of the training program and

reflects the fact that overall policy is promulgated by the Department of Defense and the

Depart ment t’~t the Army and that policy as interpreted and supplemented at each lower level

of organization The pro~e~lural requirements are translated into specific programs at every

unit w hich leads to the possibility that different individual units at the company leve l will

end up with considerably different programs . It is also possible that different units have

personnel with quite different characteristics which fact may also have an effect on the

impact of t he training. Figure I also shows that the training can be evaluated both in terms

of intermediate and ultimate criteria. Most of the assessment in this study has been con-

cerned wit h the intermediate criteria although some data have been obtained on perceptions

of changes in the ultimate criteria .

The overall approach in the study is both comprehensive and multifaceted, It is

comprehensive in that as wide a range of training program variation s as possible are sampled

and as many relevant training-related variables and Impact variables are studied as are deter-

mined to be meaningful and measurable The approach is multifaceted in that measures are

not limited to attitude change alone hut include measures of knowledge , perception, and

H
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reports of behavior. Methods, in addition to paper-and-pencil survey instruments, include
individual and group interviews, observat ion of training, and the review of relevant Army
policies and records.

The genetic steps involved in the original design of the study were :

I. Review of racial awareness policy at all organizational levels to
determine :

(a) all specific training objectives;

~h) all procedural requirements.

2. Identification of the most frequently occurring combinations
of independent variables i.e., t he most common variants of the
training model.

3 Development of operational measures of the dependent variables.

4. Measurement of changes in the dependent variables over lime.

5. Relating changes in the independent variables over time to the
training process .

t~ Translating the findings into recommendations for changes in
poli..s - procedure . ohj cc t i sc s , curriculum, etc .

The original design envisioned a Time I measurement of personnel in a sample of
companies in the Army and a Time 2 measurement several months later during which period
training wa s presumed to occur. As a consequence of the Time I data collection in (‘ONUS,
it became evident that the 4mount of training actually occurring was insufficient for the
ongjnal design to make any sense and the Tame 2 data collection was cancelled in (‘ONUS
accordingly . Whereas mo~. units did provide some sort of training experience to satisfy regu-
lations , the content rv cs.int to race re lations was in many cases merely the title of the course .
The general Jack of race-related content meant that a Time 2 measurement would only over-
document the obvious outcome of little or no change with respect to training objectives.

In place of the originally planned Time 2 data collection, therefore, an experimental
training program was set up at three locations where specific training interventions were

1
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s~stcniatacallv varied to assess the impact of each type of traini,lg variation . this change

in dc-sign wall allow for sonic statements about training impact to be made in spite of the

s~j rcit~ of race relations training at most locations.

In USARL~UR. t he original Time I Tinie 2 data collection design was retained

since there appeared to be sufficient training being done to justi fy it and because a new

~3riJ1ion in the program was being initiated at the tame of the lime I data collection Visits

t()ctobe r lt I t~ . In this report , however , only the information collected during the Time I

data ~ot lcctio n in (‘ONUS and the Pacific is reported. Information from the Time 2 data

~olL~ taon an the Pacific , t he Tame I/Tame 2 data collection in USARFUR . and from the

three experimental and on~’ contro l site an CONUS will be presented in a subsequent report .

t his report . therefore , focuses primarily on t he program analys is objective and

dcs~ribcs what wa s found during the initial data collection visits to four TRA(XX’ posts

and tour IO RS( OM posts in (o NUS and t w o  locations in the Pacific. In the final report,

this information wal l he ~.s rith~sized with the findings from the USARI’ UK and experimental

parts ot the studs

l)uring the month of June and the first two weeks of July 197h. two person, hi-

rj~.ul research teams visited each post tor a period of one week to collect a variets of

pertinent data The data collection methods and the sources from which data were col-

lected were as listed below

Data Collection

Sources Me hoda

4(V~ random ...ampk of personnel Survey Questionnaire
from approximately 12 companies
per post a N 4,34W

Brigade Commanders IN = 1 7) Individual Interviews

Battalion (‘ommandeis (N = 33) Individual Interviews

Company Commanders aN = 97 Individual Interviews plus Questionnaires

I~nIisted Personnel (N 3 15 ~
. Group Interviews plus Questionnaires

RR. FO Personnel Group Interviews plus Questionnaires
- DRRI Graduates aN 9$)
- DLC Graduates(N I ll)
- Non-DRRI. DIC (N = 4$)

K
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The findings presented in this report came froiii these sources The reader is

referred to t he separately hound Technical Appendices of this report for technical informa-

tion on the sampling design, instrument development , instrument reliability, and a num ber
of statistical analyses too detailed or too technical for presentation in this report.

Organization of This Report

This report emphasizes the findings t’i-ona t he study to date and is addressed

primarily to persons concerned with RR . Lo )  policy and training.

Survey findangs about the current attitudina l and perceptual environment in

which the equal opportunil) and race relations training programs operate arc prest’nted in

Chapter II.

The training model is described and detailed information about the actual opera-

tion of these programs at t he unit level is provided an ( hapter III.

The ~urrent attitudes of military personnel toward race relations programs an

general and the training programs in particular are presented in Chapter IV .

C ompanies with higher qualify training programs are compared with companies

w it h lower quality training programs in term s of ’ differences in attitudes , perceptions , know)-

edge , and reported behavior in Chapter V

The findings of the work so far are summarized and conclusions given an the final

chapter

9
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CHAPTER II

THE RACIAL CLIMATE IN THE ARMY

Under the assumption that the nature and impact of the unit RR/I ’() training

program an the Art ,i~ can be best understood when viewed in a broader context , information

is presented here on “racial climate ” in t he Army , ‘th e description of racial cli m ate is based

on rv qk~nses to quest ions concerning respondents ’ perceptions of and attitudes toward race

relations and equal opportunity in the Army. respondt-nts’ reports of their own behavior and

the behavior ot others in their companies . and respondent knowledge about FO- and race-

related matters I he description presented here is bascd on the questionnaires of 4 .340 re-

spondents and on several hundred individual and ~ oup interviews at eigh t (ONUS and two

OX ONUS lo~at ions

In reviewing the data the reader should keep in mind that the racial environment is .

ot ~our~ - . quite complex The data reported in this study are t he results of a series of paper-

and-pencil instruments and personal interviews All of these data collection methods have gone

through a careful sequence ot pretest and review ac t i s i t ie s and meet appropnate criteria for

social s~it’n~t’ measuring instruments. Direct obse rvation of behavior was not utilized for

reasons of cost and practicality , It is of interest to note , howeve r , that the findings of this

study about inter rac ial behavior a re quite consistent with a recent Army study which relied

extensivel y on direct observation ot behavior. There fore , the study data collection techniques

are s tew e d as providing meaningful indications cit the racial climate in the Army.

The data reported here were collected in June and July of 197(i . A number of

questions were asked which were identical to questions asked in Army-wide surveys conducted

in U’’ 2 and repeated in 1974 .2 Where appropriate , therefore, responses for all three points in

time are shown to provide an indication of changes over time.

t Sophia F . MCDowell . l’oluntan- RarsaI .cewauon iSi Rim-ks m ike A,my (Arhngton, Va.: US.
Army Research Institute tin the ~ehanoral and Social Sciences. September 1976). Research Problem Review

1
DaIe K Brown and Peter G. Nordile, (brigs’s in Rim-k and N*ite Periepr *,ris of the Anns ‘s

Rae ReI.nønrihjuai U7ipo~nrnin’ !‘Pog,’am 1Q7 2 IV’4 (Mclean, Vi. Human Sciences Research, Inc.,
January I°’~ )

— 
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Racial Altitudes and Perceptions

Equality of ’ Treatmen t

One primary goal of the Army ’s RR/L’ O program is to insure that all Army p erson-

nd are treated equally, without regard to race. An important aspect of the racial climate,

then, would have to do with Army members’ perceptions concerning equal treatment. While

perceptions of the equaLity of’ treatment may not perfectly correlate with the objective reality

cit treatment , prior research suggests that behavior as more related to how people perceive

reality than the obje ctive characteristics of that reality Thus, perceptions of unequal treat-

mt’nt .rre likely to lead to ra~iaI tension even if an objective assessment would demonstrate

no inequality in treatment. Perceptions of discrimination have the impact of “fact ,” when

they are regarded as tJL t  A basic and Lr mt i cJl  finding of this study is that most people do

per~e Ise ~Iiulerences in the treatment received by members of different races an the Army.

l’abk I shows that fewer than traIl 01’ those surveyed believe that whites and non-whites are

treated t’x ac t l~ the same. Responses of the sample of black personnel verify what was docu-

merited an the prior Army surveys , a e that most blacks in this case two out of every three -

feel thj t minorities receive wo rse treatment than w hites . There as small consolation in the

tj .. t that this figure is chighth ~owcr now than in 1q72 when 72 percent of blacks felt that

the~ were treated worse than whites In 1974 the comparable figure was (‘p 7 percent. about

what it is today

While most blacks continue to see themselves as v ictims of discrimination, however ,

only pcr~ent cit white respondents agree with that st ew and almost half of the whites sur-

se~~ if feel that minoritie s re~eise better treatment than whites.. The trend over the past several

veal’s is notewor thy In I ’ 172 .  some 30 percent of whites perceived favoritism toward minoritses~
in UY’4 the figure increased to 35 percenU and currently it stands at 46 percent.

‘s sc ry pervasive characteristic of t he Army s racial climate is this vastl y divergent

set of perceptions on the part of blacks and whites, with most blacks continuing to repofl the

presence of discrimination against minorities, and a large (and apparently increasing) group of

whites seeing what white interv iewees often referred to as “reverse racism” favored treatment

12

H



~1

for minorities At best , only a relative handful of ’ white s per~ci s e the ex is ence of racial

dascrimr iinj t ion against minorities.

Tabk I

Perceptions of Equality of Treatment

Question WhEel, of i~m e follo ss ’in ,g .ctat en w~mts is ( ‘ l ( ’sc ’’.( to our opin ion ”

Blacks Whites Others

In general , non-whites are treated better
than w hites in the Army.

4~ 4~~
’ In general , non-whites are treated exactly

the same as whites in the Army.

32 In general , non-whites are treated worse
than whites in the Arms

NOTE : In this md all subsequent ta bles in the repout . the results are rhown as per’ .
centages roun,.kd to whole numbe rs In most .jw s the results are given h~ race ,
whi~h ~ as determined h~ schI ’m~pouts of the respondents when presented with the
almc:na ij scs “H1r~k,” “Wh ite ,’ and “Neither Black nor Whne (p kaw ~~~The number i respondents u the tables in this and subsequeni ~,hapters is I ,(1~(’
blacks , ~ .‘~ ‘5 whites, and ~o “others. this va nes slightly tu’n~ table to table
because ol nonresponses u individual itenis . Although they are not presented in
this volum e ~‘t the report , stat ist ica l t cs t s ‘i dullerences in responses have been made
and the results for each table are presented in the separately bound technical
appendu es

Promotion s

Table 2 s hows the results for questions relating to promotions. Wit h regard to

the question of w ho is  best qualified, for promotion, almost three-fourths of all respondents,

regardless of race . feet that no one racial group is better qualified than any other. This is a

significant finding in s iew of the t radit iona l argument that minorities are promoted less

quickly because they are lcss well qualified than whites . The current data indicate that this

perception is no longer widely accepted.

t ‘3 
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Table 2

Perceptions of’ Promotion Opportunities

Quest ion I a ~c ’ , iera 1 r :d i c  wl,~ Ii racial gr oup :.s ! st qr ~aliJ:ed for p rof l IutU) f l

1 ’  higher enlt .s ted crade ,s l~t (IlL ’ t r,Pi i

Blacks Whites Other s

“2 - ‘4 On the average , soldiers of all ras. t’s ~ire equally
qual if ied.

I h 10 ‘ On the avcragt’. white so ldiers art’ hvst qualified.

8 ‘ 2 :  7~ On the average. non-wh ite ss.ilsf i t ’Is .ire best ~.iltf i .’s!

Question 1 ~ gt ’r , t ’rj l  VH,’c , wI:s& I: rar ’ial group Iia.s i / i c  bes t a /lWI(t~ 
‘I- ,aruPnoUnn

1 hig lu ’r t’p i li~(r ’d grades

Blacks Whites Others

u ” : S4 Chances are equal f o r  all r, rLcs

3 ) ~ Whites have the best ch ance.

2 2L~ I - Blacks hasc the best chance.

2 4 ‘ 4 Other minorit ies base the best chance.

I
lk’~pi1t’ the I .m~ t t hat most members ot each rat-c pcr~ c 1St ’ all i , is ,’ ’. as roughly equal

in qualifications for rroma it i~’n - t here an’ large tlit tett’n~.t ’s between ra5. &’s with regar d to NI

ct’ptions of jc to_ il cli ,inct ’s I ir promotion A lt bough tna ss t w hi t~’s and most non-black minorities

feel that Jiances b r  rr ms ’ r ;on are equal t ail all ra~cs , two- th i rds  ~‘t all hI,iLk respondents led

tti.m t w bites h.is c t he best chance Ihis is . i t s s  , true tot about out’ of ~‘s er~ three persons in the

‘t her ’’ categor’s Onl~ a small group of respondents sc, i ts own race as has ing the best

for promotion

\ lth ‘ii~ha the perception of whites on this latter q t’st iun hi.is hce ri rela Li t cl~ stab le

compare d w ith the I ‘‘ ;4 d,it,i . this is not true for bl,icks While most blacks still tend tO see

w h itcs as basing the best proma it ion opport U nit it’ s , the number who see ch .ifla. es .15 equal tt i r

f ’ I, i.ks and whites is increasing, from 20 percent in I 0’ 2 .  to ~ percent in I ‘i’ 4~ to  28 pcrtcnt

in I ‘~7u
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Thus , alt h~ au~.’h the in,ua’nts ut black’. fee l and most ‘it hit~s agree i tIit ’’~ are a~ we ll

qualified a’. wt~ttes , most tsl’acks still f ee t they .tre at a disadvantage in regard Its chatices for

promotion : howest -r , the proportion who see an atmosp here of equality of opportunity in the

Army is increasing.3

Punishment

There is a major difference in the perceptions of different racial groups about con-

sequences ot punishable behavior. t able 3 shows the results of two  questions about breaking

rules. the t w o  items .mrr’ not drrectb ctinipar,tblt ’ since one refers to conditions in t he rr’spciti ’

dent ’s unit and the other does not. The results , nevertheless , are striking Almost hall’ the lal,id,s

agree that whites get away wit h breaking rules that non-whites are punished for , whereas QO per-

cent of the whites disagree. (‘onversely, almost halt of the whit e respondents agree t hat non-whites

get .iwa ~ with breaking rules that whi tes art’ punished for . whil e over 8(1 percent of the black It’

spondents disagree Ilere again, the tw o  largest rat ial groups show “mirror image ’ perceptions .

Table 3

Percepti ons of ’ Punishment for Breaking Rules

Statement: In ,n i unit . wI:lIt .c get ass as with I’rg ’a1~ irig ruie.s th at non-
w h, tcc art’ pun&shcd u

Blacks Whites Others

49~ 3’~ I “c Agree Strongly Agree

2 ) T  Neither Agree Nor Disagree

L)isagree ,- Strongly Disagree

Statement ,S.!on ’whItes get awas’ wft h breaking ru les that whi tes arc
• puni~hit ’d for

Blacks Whi les Others

Agree/Strongly Agree

lO’ l8~T 1(Y~ Neither Agree Nor Disagree

S2 ~ 34% 51% Dis~~reie /Strongly Disagree

‘~Thjs trend , in fact , parallels otsjectfve changes in differential promotion rates which have been docu.
merned in Peter C Nordlie, James A Thomas, and Esequiel R. Sevt1la.Me~uu*~ Oianges In lnst,tu tional Racial
Di.ser,mbwti ’n En the Annv (Arlington . Va. I) S Army Research Inst itute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences,

Decembet fQ7S), and in Peter G Nordhe. ha’ther An lvses of the Dfffeienees in Speed of l’Pvint! ’flo n oj’ Rlack i

anti Whites A SuppSrmental Repasrt (Mclean, Va,. Human Sciences Research, Inc. , Apr il 1Q76). ’

• 
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Work Assignments

Sunular L t i f  te re i lce s aIM.) art’ apparent in responses Itt a question about a~ ignment

to work details the results are shown i i i  Table 4 lo t  hlacks ,49 percent agree wi th the sta le-

nienl that non-w bi tes get more than their share of dirt) detail s At the sanie time , 78 percent

of t he whi t es  dis agree w ith the statement , Note also another recurring pattern that is evident

here , that there is far more consensus among wh ite respondents than within the minority group.

Table 4

Perceptions of Assignment to Work Details

Statement. ,\‘on-whstes get ,norr ’ titan tht ’sr sh are ’ of dirt i’ detai ls

Blacks Whites Others

49 “~ 23” Agree Strongly Agree

I ~‘ ~~
‘ Neither Agree Nor l)isagrec

“8 ’  5(Y t)isagrce Strongly Disagree

Training Opportunit ies

A similar ove rall pat tern L’ \ i s t ~ in t he area of training opportunities . ,is is show n in

‘tab le ~ When presented with the statement , “Whit es h.ese .e hctter ~t Uf l tC than non-wh ites to

gel the bcs t training opporturut ecs .
’’ halt of the blac ks agree. and three-fourths of the whiles

disagree The non -blj 5k minorities tenti to fall betw een these extre mes , with hal f expressi ng

~hsagrcenicnf wi th  the statement

Table 5

Perceptions of Opportunities fo r Training

Statement k’hite e hare a helter cham e than rims-whites to get the

h,’.cl training opportunuttes

Blacks Whites Others

52~ 13’ - AgreeiStrongly Agree

2 4 ’  I -r ‘- - 
‘ ‘ Neither Agree Sot Disagree

50’ D~s~~ree!Strongly Disagree

to
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Perceptions of Discrimination against Whites

Most white Army members see little evidence of discrimination against minorities,

and a sizable proportion of whites across all grades see favoritism in the opposite direction , in

favor of minorities, to the detriment of whites. This they often label “reverse discrimination.”

This is illustrated in Table ( which shows that 35 percent of white respondents agree that there

is racial discrimination against whites at t heir posts. (Somewhat surprisingly, 23 percent of

black respondents also agree with that statement. )

Table 6

Perceptions of Discrimination against Whiles

Statement. flu-re i~ ,a(hJJ JiscrImIna!son against whites on this post .

Blacks Whites Others

2 3 :  35 3 l’~ Agree/Strongly Agree

Neither Agree Nor Disagree

48’~ .;4 :  38’~ l)isagree Strongly I)isagr’ec

Behavioral Aspects of Racial (iimate

Another important and pervasive aspect oi r,icial climate is t he behavioral com~
ponent I he f ol lowing dis~ussion is based on respondents ’ reports of their own behavior

and behasior intentions , and of the behavior of their own and other racial groups. Included

here are report s of discnmination as a personal expcr ,encc~ohservations oT voluntary racial

scpar.ition . racial conflict , verbal rac ist behav ior , and positive interracial interaction.

Personal F xperiences with Discrimination

Respondents were asked to report the extent to which they felt they had been

dtscnminatc’d against in the past two year’s in receipt of on—post sen’ices (PX . snack bar,

barber or beauty shop) and in job-r elated areas (duty assignments and details, promotions.

and opportunities for training s
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In resei pt of services on post , lb percent of blacks , IS percent of non black minon

tic s , and I I percent of whites reported being victims of race discrimination. In job-related

areas, the figures jump dramat ically, with 43 percent of blacks, 36 percent of non—black minor-

ities , and 21 percent of whites reporting personal experiences of discrimination. While such

reports are largely subjective , it is clear that large prop ortions of Army personnel believe they

have been discriminated against in service- and job-related areas.

Voluntary Racial Separation

A very sabent component of race-related behavior has to do with the extent to which

people of one race tend ( fo r whateve r reason )4 to associate with people of their own race . Tables

through 9 show results of several questions asked about this type of voluntary racial separation.

Table 7 indicates a great deal of perceived voluntary racial separation by whites. Over

t~O percent of each group sees such behavior as being relat ively frequent off the job. In terms

of’ on-duty grouping, more blacks than whites report it as frequent ; howeve r, even among whites

there is substantia l agreement that it occurs at least “sometimes.”

Table 7

Responses to Questi ons about White Self-Segregation

Question: How often do white personnel In s-our c’o?npans’ spend time
wit h fu s t  whites during off’duty hour

Blacks Whites Others

00% O2’~ 60% OftenfVery Often

2 S’t 28% 29% Sometimes

I 5’~ 10% I t~ 
Seldom/Never (

Question: How often do white personnel in your company stick together
while on the / ob ’

Blacks Whites Others

47% 33% 39% Often/Very Often

27% 31% 32% Sometimes

26% 35% 29% Seldom/Never

~McDowel~ ey’. cii,
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The patt ern of perceptions concerning black volunta ry separation is almost a

mirror image of that for whites, though not so pronounced. Substantial numbers from all

racial groups perce ive frequent non-white grouping behavior during off-duty hours. The

numbers are on ly slightly smaller for on -duty volunta ry separation.

Table $

Responses to Questions about Non—White Voluntary Racial Separation

Question: Hew often do no,,-whlfrs or mlnorlt ,s’ personnel in vow’
compan ;’ spend time with lust non-whites during off-duty
hours

Blacks Whites Others

50% S4~ 4W~ Often/Very Often

27~ 33% Sometimes

20% IQ’~ Seldom/Never

Question: How oft en do non-whites or minority personnel In our
company stick together while on the /oh.’

Blacks Whites Others

42 46% 43% Often/Very Often

30% 29% Sometimes

27~ 24’~ 28% Seldom/Never

Two other questions were asked to obtain some indication as to whether the motiva-

tion for volu nta ry separation comes from a desire to be with people like oneself or a desire to

avoid people of other racial groups.

While it is clear that there is a lot of grouping along racial lines in the Army, this

need not necessarily be seen as a negative indicator of race relations. However, when the

motivation for such racial separation is avoidance, it is more likely to be indicative of a poor

racia l climate. Table 9 shows the responses to a question about avoidance behavior. In each

* racial group, more than halt the respondents say that active avoidance of others by people of

-
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the respondent’s own race occurs seldom or not at all . On the other hand , some people,
admittedly in relatively small proportions, see such behavior frequently, and about 30 per
cent see if ‘ sometimes. Obviously , the perception e*.ists. among a relatively large number
of people of all races that active avo idance behavior does occur at least sometimes.

Table 9

Avoidance of Racial Interaction

Question : I/ow often do people of t our own race in ,t’our compwn
avoid doing things with people of other rac es~’

Blacks Whites Others

13% 15% Often /Very Often
3 1% 29% 30% Sometimes

56% 56% 63~ Seldom /Neve r

Race-Related Verbal Behavior

Three areas of verbal behavior were examin ed as part of the racial climat e. They
are : racial slurs (name-calling)~ te lling of racist j okes~ and heated arguments over ra e-related
issues. Table 10 summanzcs responses concerning the perceived frequency of name-calling by
w hite members of the respondents ’ companies.

The percent age of respondent s indicating that whites use racial slu rs whe n referring
to blac ks is surprisingly similar for both black s and whites, About 2S percent of both blacks
and whites indic ate that whites use such slurs often or very often. Anot her 25 percent say it
sometimes occurs and 50 percent say it seldo m or never occurs . The non-black mino rity respon —
dents report more usage of such slurs by w hites than either the w hites or blacks . Use of slurs tagainst non-black minorities by whites is reported by a smaller percentage of all respondents.

- 
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Table 10

Use of Racial Slurs by Whi tes

Question: How Often do white personnel in y our com pan y refer to blacks as
“nigger , OOfl - . 

~Ic

Blacks Whit es Others

25~ 33% Often /Very Often

24~ 27~ Sometimes

~ I~ 51% 39% Seldom/Never

Question: I/o w often do whue per sonnel in i our compan y refer to ( ‘hicanos ,
Latiptos , and others of Spanish h eritage as “spicks, ” ‘~‘Peasers , - . etc. -,

Blacks Whites Others

I “ Ofte n Vcr~i Often

26~ 3O~ Sometime s

44 :  Seldom/Never

Question I/o w oftemi do white personnel in i our compant refer to Orientals
arni people i i f  .4.cian heritag e as “slope s , -- ‘gooks, ‘ etc . ’

Blacks Whit es Others

2 3 ;  2(Y~ o f t e n ~‘ery Often

Sometimes

c l~ 56~ 45~ Seldom/Never

Table I I shows the results of questi ons perta ining to the use of racial slurs by non-
whit es in t he Army. When asked how of t en non-white personnel refer to whites by such names
as “hanky ” or “gringo.’ 23 percent of the blacks , 3 1 percent of the whit es , and 3 r percent of

• the other mino ritie s report such occurrences as being often or very often. Whites and non-black
minorities tend to feel suc h terms are used more often than blacks indicate . The frequency of
use of such slu rs against other minority groups is somewhat lower, although the percent report-
ing the frequen cy of use as being often or very often never drops below ten percent for any
group.

j
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Table I I

Use of Racial Slurs by Non-Whites

Quest ion : How often do non-white or minority personnel in your company refer
to whites as ‘itonky. ” “gringo. ’ etc, ?

Blacks Whites Others
31% 31% Often/ Very Often

33% 29% 37% Sometimes

44% 4 1% 32% Seldom/Never

Question : How often do non-white or minority personnel in your company refer
to Chicanos, Latinos, and others of Spanish heritage as “spicks, ”
“greasers. ” etc ’

Blacks Whites Others

I O~ 16% ~2’~ Often/Very Often

2l ’~ 27~1r 28’~ Sometimes

69% S7~ S 1’~ Seldom/Never

Question: I/ ow often do non-white or minority personnel In y our company refer
to Orientals and people of Asian heritage as “slopes , ” “gooks, “ etc ‘

Blacks Whites Others

10% ~~ 18% Often/ Very Often

23% 28% 33% Sometimes

5Y 48% Seldom/Never

In addition to the use of racially demeaning terms , joke-te ll ing also can take on a
racist chara~ter . Questions were asked to obtai n informat ion about the frequency of racis t

joke-telling. \Tabk 12 provides the results. The percentage of subjects responding “ often ” or

“very often ” ~ the question, “How often do people of your own race tell racist jokes about

other races? ” is 14 percent for blacks, 20 percent for whites , and 14 percent for the other
racial groups. While these percentages are relatively small , they again reflect the perception

of racially dysfunctional behavior on the part of a sizable minoflty of Army personnel. 
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Table l2

Racist Joke Telling

Question: Flow often do people of your own race tell racist jokes abou t
other races.’

Blacks Whites Others

14% 20% 14% Often/Very Often

35% 4 1% 39% Sometimes

51% 39% 47~- Seldom /Never
t

Respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which they thought people showed

disrespect when talking to people of other races. Table 13 shows the results, Some 28 percent
of the blacks indicate that whites often or very often show disrespect when talking to non-whites,

And 29 percent of the whites report that non-whites often or very often show disrespect when

talking to whites

Table 13
[~ monstrat1ons of Disrespect

Question: I/ o w often do white personnel in your company show
disrespect when talking to non-whites.’

Blacks Whites Others

10% 21% Often/Very Often

30% 39% Sometimes

36% 60% 4~~ 
Seldom/Neve r

Question: How often do non-white or minority personnel in your
company show disrespect when talking to whites?

Blacks Whites Others

18% 29% 21% Often/Very Often

39% 33% 39% Sometimes

43% 38% 40% Seldom/Never

d
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Racial Conflict

A still further extension of racial separation , one w hich leads to results di rect ly

inimical to all objec tives ot’ t he Army RR/ EO program , ex ists when groups of people of one

race gather toget her and harass members of other races. Table 14 deals with this aspect of

interracial behavior. While th e majority of respondents in many of the groups seldom or never

see harassment and den ial of access to faciliti es perpetr ated eit her by whites against minorities

or by m inor i t ies against w hitcs , some peop le in each group report it as happeni ng often or

very often , and even more report its ex istenc e on an occas iona l basis. The tendency is for

while respondents to attribute such behaviors to minoritie s far more often than to whites.

Black respondents , however , show the same response pattern for both groups~ i.e., there are

as many who see minorities harassing w hites as there are those who see whites harassing

minont les.

Table 14

Interracl~1 Harassment

Question - lb ’~ 0/len do white personnel in i ’our compan i get together
in certain situations to harass or keep non-whites out of facilities
which are supposed to he open to all’

Blacks Whites Others

I 2~ Often /Very Often

2O’~ IO’ 21~ Sometimes

Seldom; Never

Question: Flow often do non-white or minority personnel in ; our cr;mpan.i
get together in certain situations to harass or keep whites out of
facilities which are supposed to he open to all’

Blacks Whites Others ‘

19% 14%- Often/Very Often

2c’~ 28~ Sometimes

69~- 56% 58% Seldom /Neve r

I
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Table IS refe rs to the final stage of active interr acial conflict: i.e., fights between

groups o f whites and groups of non -whites. As would be exp ected for so serious a thi ng as

interracial figh ts, t he percentage of people reporting that such things seldom or never occur is

very high, from 75 to 85 percent. The remaining IS to 26 percent , however , report such fights

“ so met imes ,” “ often ,” or “ very often. ”

Table 15

4 Open Racial Conflict

Question: Fl ow often do white’s and non-w hites in y our company form
groups and challenge each other to f i g / i  ts ’

Blacks Whites Others

7 Often /Ve ry Often

I3~ Ii’ 17 Sometimes

S5’~ 75’~ Seldom/Ne ver

There is considera ble post-by-p ost variation in response to this item , ranging fro m

one insta llation where fewer than 3 percent see such fi ghts as happening often or ve ry often ,

to another whrre as many as IS percent of minorit y resp ondents report frequent interrac ial

fights.

Positive Interracial Interactions

A number of questions were asked to elicit responses about the frequency of

occurrence of such things as whites and non-whites helpi ng each other and doing thin gs

to gether. Tables lb and 17 prov ide the res ults.

Respondents were asked how often whites and non-whites go out of their way to

help each other. A low proport ion of people indicatin g “ seldom ” or “neve r” can be con-

sidered a sign of a favorab le racial climate . As Table 16 shows, however , there is a very

sizable minority of people who report that individuals seldom or never go out of their way

to help each other. Some 49 percent of the blacks , almost half , respond th is way, and 38

percent of the whites and 3’ percent of the other racial groups respond similar ly.
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Table 16

Helping Behaviors

Quest ion: how often do whites and non-whites in your company go out of
their i~~v to help each other.’

Blacks Whites Others

ls’ Often / Very Often
351 40%- 45% Sometimes

49%- 38~ 37% Seldom /Never

Questions were asked about the frequency with wh ich people of different races go

to the clubs together and participate in athletic events together. The results are shown in
lahk 17 .

Table 17

Racial Interaction

Question - 1/ow of/en do whiles and non-whiles in your company go to post
clubs together (Enlisted Club, .V( ’() Club , Officers Club) ?

Blacks Whites Others

,-, ‘~. .. j~ r ... r Often/Ve ry Often
42’; 43’~

. Sometimes
4 l’~ 3o’;~ 34% Seldom /Never

Question : How often do whites and non-whites In your company participate in
athletic events together.’

Blacks Whites Others

4V~ S4~ 46% Often/Very Often

34% 32% 37% Sometimes

19% $4 ’ 17% Seldom/Never

I

I ,  
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Because perceived “polarization ” of the Arm y club system is frequen tly mentioned
as a problem, racial interaction in club attendance is of interest. About 25 percent of the

respondents indicated t hat people of different racial groups go to clubs together often or very

often , wit h whites more likely to report such behaviors than blacks . On the negative side ,

however , there is a large percentage of people who report that such behaviors seldom or never

occur , with blacks more likely than whites to report that it occurs seldom or never.

The area in which the most racial interaction seems to occur is in athletics. Almost

4 halt’ of all the racial groups report that whites and non-whites participate in athletic events

together either often or very often.

Knowledge

In addition to racial attitudes and perceptions and reported behaviors, racial

climate in the Army depends, in par t , on the knowledge level of personnel with respect to
rj ~ e relations and equal opportunity issues. Seve ral questions were asked about such areas

.is familiarity with regulations and policies and cultural aud historical background information.

When prr ’~cntcd with the statement , “Affirmative Actions Plans are actually quotas

which must, by law , be filled within a certain time ,” only 2 ) percent of the respondents cor-

rectly indicated that the statement is untrue. A slightly higher percentage of blacks(24 percent)

than whites i 21 percent gave the correct answer.

A much larger proportion of personnel tbl percent) know that local promotion!

selection boards in commands where there are minority enlisted personnel must have at least

one minority enlisted person as a voting member of the board.

A series of questions was included to determine whether respondents know the

meaning of such terms as stereotype , affirmative actions plans, institutional discrimination,

prejudice . and others . The results are shown in Table 18. As this table shows, there is con-

siderable room for increasing the understanding most respo ndents have of the meaning of

many of the terms relating to RR/EO. The terms which are most readi y identified are

27

— 

—~~—. - -- -~~~~~~~~~~~—~~~~~~~~~~~ -~~~



____________________________ —

“segregation,” “personal racism,” and “ stereotyp e .” The term with the lowest numbe r of

correct responses is “inst itutional discrimination.”
I. 

-

Table IS
Percent of Subjects Correctly Identifying the

Use of Selected RR/EO Terms

Blacks Whites Others

Stereotype t~2

AfFirmative A~t ions Plan 40~ 3 7 ;

Institutional Discrimination )3~ 12’ ;  1w

Prejudice 54~ ~4,.;

Personal Racism - 
Sw - o~ ’ : ~ ç, .

White Backlash 3w ;  3~ ’; 33’ ;

Segregation b21 70’ -;

Polari,ation 32 4 8 ;  33~

A sc rics of questions ‘% , is  asked relating to cultural symbols and terms as well as

historical information. In general , blacks score highest on items about the Black Liberation

flag. Martin Luther King. Jr ’s birthday . Mart -us (;arv e~ , the number of black Americans

serving in the U S. Congress, and firown 4 er ’~z , c the Roard ofi th i ta f lo ’;  The non-black

minonty respondents are more likely to scorc highest on the items relating to the definition

of such Spanish terms as “ pachu co ” and “barrio.” In no case does the percentage of people

getting the right answer exceed ‘S percent and many are less than 20 percent.

Quality of Race Relations in the Army

Two questions were asked which might be considered indicators of the general

qua lity of race relations in the Army. In the first , respon dents were asked if they think race

relation s in t he Army are good, fair , or poor . In the second, t hey were asked whether they

thin k race relation s in the Arm y during the past year have been getti ng better , have not

changed, or have been getting worse. Table 19 shows the results .

I
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Table 19

Perceised Quality of Race Relations

Question h’Iiieh aJ thc’ f ollowing statements s.s closest to i’our opsnion .~’

Blacks Whites Others

2 3 ;  23’~ l~ In general, race relations in the Army are good.

45% 4~ 47~:; In general , raic relations in the Army arc fair.

33 In general , race relations in the Army are poor.

I
Statement: Oi’c ’r t :e past i c-ar , race’ rc latkrns in the Army.

Blacks Whites Others

3S~ 29 33 -  have been getting better.

4*’ 55 S2 ’~ have not changed.

I 3” It~ ; I 5’ base been getting worse

In ernls of the ~urrrn1 s t ale of race relations, there is s cr~ little difference acros s

racial lines. The largest pe rcentage t~f respondents feel that race relations in the Army are fair.

The next largest proportion of respondents (ccl that race relati ons are poor. The smallest

percentage feet that tha t raix relations are good.

There are differences, however , in the s~ as different racial groups perceive the way

race re lations are changing. Some I 3 to I (“ percent of persons of all race s feel things are getting

worse. The largest percentage of people say that race relations have not changed 5 percent

of t he whites. 52 percent of the non-black minorities , and 48 percent of the blacks. Blacks

arc more like ly than any other racial group to sa~ that race relations are getting better.

The general tendenc y is for Army personnel to say tha t race relations are fair

and that things are not changing. Sinc e, however , t hese same question s have been asked in

prev ious surveys in 1~ ’2 and 1Q74 , it is possible to exa mine changes over lime in more deta il .

Tables 20 and 21 show the results.
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Table 2O

Chan.es In Perceptions of Army Race Relations

Whites

1972 1974 1976

Race relations are good. 20% 23%
Race relations are fair 55% 55%
Race relations are poor . 25% 22’ 29%

Blacks

1972 1974 1976

Race relations are good. 10% 20% 3”
Race relations are lair, 50% 52% 45%
Race relations are poor. 39% 27’~ 32’ ;

Table 21

Chan s in Perceptions of the Trend in Race Relations

Whites

1972 1974 1976

Race relations are getting better. 39% 41% 29’~
Race relat ions have not changed. . 36% 4 1%
Race relations are getting worse. 24% 18%

Blacks

1972 1974 1976

Race relations are getting better. 42% 48% 38%
Race relations have not changed. 39% 39% 48%
Race relations are getting worse. 18% 11% 13%
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I-or wh ites, the percentage of people who th ink that race relations in the Anny are

good ~tas remained constant since 1974 The percentage of whites who, in 1972 and 1974,

thought that rate relat ions were fair has declined from 55 percent to 49 percent. This decline

is j ssoc i it ed with an increase in the percentage of persons who feel that race relations are poor.

For blacks, there is a drop from the 1974 level in the percentage of persons who

t hink that race relations arc fa ir. This decline for blacks is associated with both a continuin g

incre ase since l~J” 2 in the percentage who think race relations are good and a substantial drop

since l~~7 2 in thos e who think race relations are poor.

These results are related to an increase in the proportion of persons who think that

race relations arc not changing. As Table 21 indic ates , 15 percent more whites and 10 percent

more 4 ,icks than in 1Q74 think that race relations have not changed. This increase is related

14’ 4 Je~.reasc ’ in the percentage of’ both blacks and whites who think that race relations are

getting better

Swnmary and (‘oncIu~ons about the Racial Climate

Basi~ conclusions which can be drawn fro m t he data presented in this chapter may

be summarized as follows

• Most black members of the Arm y continue to see racial discrimina-
tion against non-whites in virtually every important aspect of Army
life

• Most whites see little evidence of discrimination against minorities,

• An increasing proportion of wh ites across all grades see “reverse
discnmination’ occumng to the detriment of whites.

• Non-black minonty group members are fairly heterogeneous in
regard to their attitudes and perceptions concerning racial climate
in the Army, some reflec t ing the “ w hite view” and nearl y an equal
number re flect ing the “black view .”
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• ~~spite the low frequenc y of publicly reported incidents invo lv-
ing overt racial violence , at an attitud inal and perceptual level,
the conditions for tension betwee n the race s appears to be ever
present and quite widespread .

• Each racial group perceives the other racial groups as behaving in
the more dysfunctiona l ways and having more negative attitudes
than their own group.

• Each racial group perceives the other groups as more likely to re-

~‘eive favorable treatment whale their own racial group is not
t reated equally.

• The frequency of positive interracial interactions is quite low .

• The freq uency of openly host ile typ es of behavior reported by
al l groups is low.

• The overall quality of race relai ions in the Army which improved
between 197 2 and 1974 has stab i lized at a level described as
somew here betwee n “poor” and “fair. ”

• Voluntary racial sep aration is reported by all groups both on and
oft duty .

• l~ach group perceives the ot her groups doing more voluntary
racial se par ation.

• Voluntary racial separation is reported to be much higher off
duty than Ofl duty

• A subst ant ial frequency of negative verbal behavior is still reported .
l.ach racial group tends to see the other as doing more .

• Most Army personnel arc not very aware of Arm y 10 policy nor
t he basic concepts and terminology commonl y used in d iscussing
RR EO

It is diff icult to draw a summary picture of the diverse findings on the overall

racial climate in the Army . They do indicate that despite the relative absence of overt ‘

interracial vio lence , race -related tensions persist and , in fact , they may be growing. What
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was once a situation fueled largely by the frustration and bitterness of minorities now has

an added source of tension the anger ot’ a growing number of whites who perceive that

“reverse discrimination” is now occurr ing to their detriment.

Racial harmony clearly does not exist. It appears that a sort of “interracial

dt ’tente ’ has been achieved, perhaps temporarily, beneath which flows an undercurrent of

pas s ist ’ , and sometinies actibe . interracial tension. The widespread polarization of perceptions

among persons of different race s continues and underscores the fact that Army personnel are

perceiving and responding to t heir common object ive reality in vastly different and conflicting

The RacLal Awareness Program in the Army is aimed at altering the state of affai rs

just described and that as clearly a most difficult and complex undertaking.
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CHAPTER III

THE RACIAL AWARENE SS PROGRAM:
UNIT TRAINING IN THE ARMY

The Army’s race relations training program was developed initially in response to
racial daf licuftie s that began in the late six ties and early seventies. The training program was .
at first , designed to he conducted at post level l’y graduates of the Defense Race Relations
Institute I DRRI) in 1 K-hour blocks of instruction. This phase was known as RAP I and all
military personnel were required to attend one such training session each year .

With the issuance of AR 600-4 2 of II December 1Q73 . the program ente red a
second phase , know n as RAP II R A P  II is the training program currently in effect in all
(‘ONUS and Pacifi c installations. ~ The basic purpose of the present study is to describe in
detail how RAP II is being implemented at the unit lcvel and to provide an initial assessment
of the kinds of effects it is having. In th is chapter , the RAP It training progra m will be d~-
scnbcd as it is being earned out at selected (ONL ’ S .and Pacific k’cataons Included g sa
d~ cussion of the haste training model and o tie~ t is~’s as described h~ A R 600—$ 2 and AR 600-
2 1 In addition, there wi ll be a description of the specific ~~ in whic h the model is imple-
mented at post and unit level.

RAP II Train ing Model

AR 600-4 2 and AR 600-2 1 provide th e bjs ic structure within which race relations
training is give n in Army units. Supplements to the basic regulations can be issued, hut these
provide furt her detail rather than changing the basic structure of the program.

Both AR 600-42 and AR 600-21 place th e responsib ility for the program in the
hands of commanders. This is a considerable change from the RAP I effort since under that

5USAR.ELJR does not follow the RAP II format, having developed a separate program of its own.
The program in Europe as currently under studs and will be described and evaluated In a subsequent repon
as part of the present study
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program, all training was given by trained instructors at central locations on an installation.

Under the previous program, personnel who attended generally were not trained with their
work units but were organized into small groups of peop le drawn from all over an installation.

The commanders had no responsibility for the training portion of the FO program in their
units at all.

The revision of AR 600-42 and the institution of RAP II were intended to increase
chain-of-command involvement and make the unit the focal point of the program. The unit
training regulation requires the following:

I. Seminars on race relations and equal opportunity topics are to
be held in each unit not less than once a month.

2. All personnel are expected to attend.

3. Seminars should be presented in groups of platoo n size , except
that introductory sessions may be conducted in larger groups.

4. The training will be conducted during prime training time.

5. A member of the unit chain of command will lead the seminars.

6. (;raduates of DRRI and Discussion 1.eader Schools may assist
the chain of command by providing technical expertise.

7. Topics are provided by AR 600-4 2 . however , scheduling is at the
discretion of the commander and subsequent topics may be
selected to meet unit needs.

While the specifIc requiremonts of the regulation are fairly clear, the specific objec-
tives of the unit training program are less well defined. The regulations and pertinent policy

directives are confusing with regard to training program objectives, Certain genera l purposes

are stated , but operational definitions are lacking. The interviews conducted with commanders,

RR/EO personnel, and unit personnel all tend to support this view that the objectives and

goals of the training are not well understood.

The obiectives can be said to include:

I. the positive creation of an atmosphere of racial harmony;
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2. the support of the soldier’s legitimate drive for individual and
cultural recognition while emphasizing his role as a member of
the Army team;

3. the changing 01’ behavior and the creation of an improved appre-
ciation of individuals as members of groups and as human beings;

4. the promot ion of racial harmony, reduction of tension and in-
crease in understanding of race/ethnic group differences; and

5. stimulation of interracial communication.

AJI of these objectives are stated within the context of a broader purpose which is given as

that of maintaining the highest degree of organizational and combat readiness by fostering

harmonious relations. Basically, the program as it is currently designed can be described as

a unit-specific program which is primarily a chain-of-command responsibility. The broad

objective is  to enhance organizational effectiveness by promoting: ( 1) equal treatment

through the elimination of discnminatc’ry behaviors;(2~ in terracial commun ication ; and

i 3 interracial understanding. The rationale is that such efforts will result in more racial

harmony , less racial tension, and greater unit effectiveness.

The Unit-Level RAP H

As noted in Chapter I. data were collected thrc~ugh in terviews and ques t ionnaires

from several groups of people: commanders. RR/FO personnel, and uni t personnel. The

results of the information gathering efforts arc discussed in detail in the sect ions which follow.

The specifi c findings are organized under the following headings:

Frequency of Training;

A ttendance;

Topic Selection ;

Instructors ;

Other Seminar Characteristics.

These section s are followed by a brief summary of the findings and conclusions.
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Frequency of Training

The requirement of ’ t he regulation is tha t unit training be conducted monthly.

Most comm anders and RR/EO personnel indicate that unit seminars are held at least mon thly ,

This is true at all the posts v is ited . There are some variations, however. One senior corn-

tiunder indicated that he required semimonthly seminars. At two posts a few units indicated

that t hey held seminars quarterl y rather than monthly. A few commanders stated that they

did not hold sessions at all.

The inte rv iews with RR/EO personnel generally supp ort the reports from com-

manders. Some RR/EO personnel indicate , however, that sessions arc not held as often as

commanders c laim. Some seminars are said to be ‘ paper” sessions which do not actual ly

take place. Others say that many seminars cover topics unrelated to RRIEO and therefo re

are not RAP sessions at all .

This latter view tends to be supported by the results of surveys of unit personnel.

Table 22 shows the results of asking company personnel how often race relations seminars

are held in t heir units. Since it is possible for seminars to be scheduled at the beginning of

one month and t he end of t he next , personnel might think that monthly seminars were held

as much as two months apart. Therefore , the categories which could be checked by a re-

spondent and still meet the requirements of the RAP II model are: ( 1 )  more than once a

mont h . (2 )  once a month ; and (3) once every two months. Fifty percent of the respondents

are included in these three categories. The other half of the respondents report that they are

in units which do not meet t he minimum frequency requirements of AR bOO-42. The large

percent age of people who do not know how often training is conducted can be interpreted as

being the result of units w here no sessions are held or are sporadically held , where RAP seminars

deal with other t han RR, ’l~O top ics , or w here atten dance requirement s are not enforced.

The reports from commanders and RR/EO personnel provide a much more positive

vi ew of the training program t han do personnel assigned to the units. There are several possible

reasons for this divergence. Commanders may be reporting that sessions are held when they are

not because they are reluctant to admit that they violate the regulations. Unit personnel may

not be attendin g t he sessions. The sessions may not be on RR/EO related topics , or

attendance requirements are not enforced .
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Frequency with Which RRIEO Seminars Are Held’

Percent of
Respondents

More than once a month 7%

Once a month 36%

‘I Once every two months 6%

Once every three months I 2~
Less than quarterly 8%

Never 6%

Don’t know 23%

‘The sample we for this and subsequent tables in the section is 4,340
There is minor variation due to non-response.

The reports from commanders and RRJEO personnel provide a much more positive

view of the training progra m than do personnel assigned to the units. There are several pos-

sible reasons for this divergence . Commanders may be reporting that sessions are held when

they are not because they are reluctant to admit that they violate the regulations. Unit

personnel may not be att endi ng the sessions. Or the sessions may not be on RRIEO related

topics. These possibilities will be discussed further in later sections.

Attendance

There is considerable confusion in the field about attendance levels. Even though

attendance is mandatory according to the regu lation , local commanders have a difficult time

reaching 100 percent attendance~ Therefore, there are considerable variations in the way

attendance requirements are operationa lly def ined.

Senior commander s tend to assert that attendance is mandato ry , although there

are exceptions. In a few units. semiflars are required monthly with attendance quarterly.

At one location the comm ander set an attendance requirement of 80 percent. Another set

70 percent and still another reduced the requirement to 50 percent.
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Company comman ders are more likely to point out the difficulties of getting

high attendance in the face of operational duty requirements. While some commanders say

they reach 100 percent attendance, others complain that they have difficulty getting senior

personnel to attend the seminars. This is particularly true in HQ companies where a junior

officer commands a company which has many senior officers and NCO’s assigned to it. There

are some indi~.atiorm that attendance reports are based upon company rosters rather than on

actual figures The company commanders’ estimates of attendance ranged to as low as

pcr~cnt in sonic Uni ts .

The views of the RR , ’F() personnel are even more negative. They agree that

attendance is mandatory for junior enlisted personnel t I I-I S , hut indicate that senior

enlisted personnel Ft~-E9) and senior officer personnel (04 and higher) seldom attend.

These findings about poor seminar attendance are supported by the survey of unit

personnel. Fach respondent was asked , “How long ago did you last attend a (.‘nit RR R)

Seminar in your unit1” Table 23 shows the results.

Table 23

rune Since Attending Last Seminar

Percentage of
Respondents

Less than I month ago 3~t’

- 2 months ago 24%

3- ~~months ago 19%

7-l2m on ths ago

Longe r than 12 months ago 4%

Never in this unit 10%

Assuming that a unit might not schedule sessions exactly 30 days apart, the longest a person

should report would be one to two months ago . Only 62 percent of the respondents say

they have attended a semin ar within the prev ious two months. This is t rue in spite of the

fact that 93 percent of the respondents say that attendance in their units is mandatory .
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Topic Selection

The company commander is the person with ultimate responsibility for the selection

of topics according to the regulations, although considerable flexibility in the topic selection is

authorized. In practice, however , there are a number of ways of arriving at the topic. Some

commanders personally make the decision as to the appropriate topic. Others do so after

consultation with various personnel, which may include company staff, unit enlisted person-
nel, battalion or brigade personnel. Ir some instances the topics are sent down to a company
from brigade. It vanes as to whether the use of such topics is mandatory or voluntary . In
most cases, use of the topics is voluntary. In those cases in which the commander does not

personally kad the seminars, the individual he designates as instructor may be asked to select

the topic. In most such cases the commander would still be responsible for approving the

top ic selected.

The topics chosen tend to be primarily related to race or human relations, although

a wide variety of issues can be covered, inc luding things like ground safety or income tax

regulations. A number of people interviewed said that whatever the topic, sessions frequently

degenera te into “hitch sessions.”

It was clear from the discussions with commanders and RR/EO personnel that

there is no one way in which topic selection occurs. V ariation is the rule. The individual

unit com mander tends to choose for himself how involved he wishes to be in the process.

(‘ommanders and unit personnel were both asked to indicate which topics had been

covered during the past 12 months. The results are shown in Table 24 . The patterns arc ve ry

similar, although commanders are somewhat more likely to report that certain topics arc

covered than t he unit person nel do Topics getting the most attention are:

Personal Racism Institutional Racism

Stereotypes Prejudice

Those topics getting the leas t attention appear to be;

Affirmative Actions Plans DOl) RRIF.O Policy

Causes and Effects of White Backlash

I
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It is interesting to note that the topics which get little attention appear to he very

important. As noted in the previous chapter , there is reason to he concerned about attitudes

and perceptions related to those topics that are least likely to receive coverage ; e.g.. affirma-

t i s e .tctions plans , RRIEO policy, and backlash. Also, coverage of a specific topic does not

insure effective communication of information in t hat area. Although 50 percent of unit

personnel and 62 percent of commanders report that the topic of institutional racism had

bccn ~o~t’r~d . only 12 to 36 percent of the unit personnel could correctly answer a knowledge

~luestion about institutional racism .

Table 24

Seminar Topics

Percent Reporting Topic Covet~,ed
in Previous 1 2 Months

Personnel Commanders
An introduction to the Arm y ’s RAP 46% 41%
DOD RR , t o  policy 26%
Army RR t o  policy 48~ 43~
Personal racism
Institutional racism 50% 62%
Stereotyp es 62~ ( 7 ~
Prejudice 73% 80%
Interracial communication in the unit 63%
Understanding minorit ies’ lifestyle 53~ 55%
The multiracial , mu ltiethnic nature of Amenca 39’ ;
Minority contributions to American life 47~ 45%
Causes and effects of “ white bac klash” 27% 15%
Issues of national concern (busing, women’s rights) .~~~~: 44%
Irritants to effective relations in your unit 37~; 52%
Affirmative Actions Plan 22r7r 28%
Ways of reducing racial tension in t he unit 49% 46%
Off -post discrimination 62%
Army channels for discrimination complaints 43% 66%

42

- -.. —. -~~~~~~~~~~ -~~~~-. --. ~~~~~~~~~~ . ~~~~~~~~. .- .. ~~-



Instructors

The typ es of instructors used in conducting the sessions vary considerably from

unit to unit. Possibilities ranged from:

Company commander;

Other chain of command personnel;

Discussion Leaders Course graduates in the unit;

RR/EO part~time personnel in the unit;

DRRI graduates from brigade or post ;

Other personnel from within the unit.

There is no standard procedure used by all units. It is clear from the interviews that DRRI

graduates do not lead the seminars. This is true despite the fact that DRRI graduates are the

best prepared of any group to conduct RR 1.0 training. It is also a source of some frustra-

tion to DKRI graduates because they entered the field generally thinking they would be

conducting a lot of training.

At some locations com manders are encouraged to lead the training sessions in

accordance with A R 600-4 . At one installa t ion the opposite is true, with commanders

directed by local policy not to lead the sessions. Instead , trained t)iscussion Leaders are to

lead the seminar with the commanders present.

Sometimes combinations of these methods are used. Some commanders indicated

they personally introduce the scssIon~ and t hen platoon leaders or other personnel lead

small group discussions. In many case s . Discussion Leaders conduct the training. Some 61

percent of the l)LU graduates interviewed say they lead a session at least once a month. Some

~‘7 percent have led a session during the past two months.

The general pattern is that most seminars are conducted by chain.of-command

personnel or DLC graduates. While the DIC graduates actually lead some sessions, it is

possible that there arc many more sessions than trained Discussic~ Leaders. In such cases
,

other unit personnel may be given responsibility for conducting the training.
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There is clearly some reluctance on the part of company commanders to leading

the sessions themselves. First , they admit that they have no training for the task. Thus, they

are likely to guide the discussion into less controversial . non ’ RR/EO related topics , w here

t hey fee l mor e confident. Second , thes lend to become targets for general questions about

policies and acti vit i es unrelated to the RR L~
() program . This also seems to increase the like li-

hood ot sessions degenerating into “hitch sessions.”

Other Seminar Characteristics

Alt personnel tend to agree that seminars are held during duty hours as required

by the regulations . Respondents ~cre asked if training was held during prime training time.

Most say it is , hut there seems to be little understanding as to the exact definition of prime

traming time and the results should be cautiously accepted .

The specific places in which the seminars are held varies, hut for the most part

include classrooms and dayrooms. 1 ess frequently reported are work areas, thea ters, and

dining facilities.

In about half ot the cases the number of people attending a seminar is less than 5.

This conforms to the apparent intent of the regulation which calls for training in platoon-

sized units. There are . however , a number ol units in which training i~ given in larger groups.

In fact, eight percent of the unit personnel indicate that training groups exceed 75 in size .

The seminars tend to run about one to two hours in length. About 10 percent of

the respondents report that seminars are less than one hour. Some 45 percent indicate the

seminars last from 60 to 90 minutes~ 
another 45 percent say they last longer than 90 minutes.

There is some monitoring of seminars by RR/FO personnel. The extent to which

monitoring is repo rted appears to differ considerably depending on who is asked. The full-

lime RR t o  people indicate that a great deal of monitoring is done . The company corn -

mander’s and the Discussion Leaders Course graduates are much less likely to report that

monitoring is done. In addition , commanders criticize the monitoring as being superficial

in nature . (‘ommanders complain that they are not given feedback about how to improve

the sessions, hut instead are wntten up for not following irrelevant requirements, such as

format ing of lesson plans. Monitoring in some cases is little more than a methoa for insunng
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tha t th e’ seminars aic actually being condu cted . Wh en ther e is strong command support and

command Iollowup. the monitoring does appear to serve t he function 0 getting the Units

to actual ly hold the seminars. 11w monitoring does not , howe ve r . seem to be related to t he

actua l quality ot the sCss iofls

Summary

There appear to be a number of critical disc repancies between the requirements

of the regulation s on unit ra~c relations training and w hat actually takes place in the field.

In addition , t here air some important differences in the program as described by commanders

antI t’~ KR t o and t i:iit personnel Commanders tend to state that seminars are being held

on .i monthly bj sas s~ it h fai rly high att end an ce ’ The n’sponws from unit personnel suggest

seminars are’ m ore intrequent than ~omrnanders arc indicating and the attendance is lower.

Wi th respect to ~oriw ‘~t the less critica l ts’Ucs ul the rr g ram. suJi js location and duration

ot training, there tends to be greater agreement

Base d t’n tht results ‘! the data ol tec t mon effo rt . th~ program can be described

as folIo~ s

• Race relation s seminars are probably being conducted monthly in
less than hj lt ~t the companies surst ’s ed

• Other companie s tn ,i s have some training sporadic all~ which goes
under the name of race’ re lations training hut is not regular enough
b r  personnel to be aware of it as .m ~ontinuous program.

• There is much evidence that the unit training program is largely a
“paper prop.Hn

• There is a lo t of variation in the number of companies with a

regular program trom post to post . hut every post has some type
• of training program .

• Attendan ce is said to be mandato ry hut is not . Large proportions
of the junior enlisted personnel attend as do junior officers, hut
senior enlisted personnel and senior officer personnel appear to
systematically avoid the tsainlng.

- ~~~~~~-- -- --.~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ . _ _
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I
• Seminars t end to bc conducted by members of the chain of com-

mand or trained Discussion Leaders. ORRI graduates are isolated
from the present program as instructors.

• Topics are typical ly selected by commanders or with their approval.
Topics tend to focus heavily on race-related issues and not on such
equal opportunity issues as affi rmative actions plans.

• Little attent ion is given to the “white backlash” issue.

• Seminars, when held, last about one to two hours and are held in
classrooms or dayrooms.

• KR t O  personnel do monitor come sessions hut commanders , in
general, are unaware of the monitori ng function and , w hen they are
aware of it , consider it to be sup erficial and unrelated to their needs.

These statements generally represent the nature of the program as it is presently conducted .

In the next chapter, the attitudes of unit personnel , commanders and RR’EO personnel toward

the present program are explored . 
-

I
I
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CHAPTE R IV

CURRENT ATIITUDES TOWARD THE
RACIAL AWARENESS PROGRAM

In order to understand completely th e kinds of effects that the Racial Awareness

Program is having at the unit leve l , info rmation is needed about t he basic attitudes and per-

ceptions toward the program. A number of questi ons were asked of commanders , RR/FO

personmiel , and unit personnel in order to obtain such information .

the results are presented in detail in the following sections. The first section deals

with the generalized attitudes about the overall Race Relations and Equal Opportun ity i RR 1IOi

Program the secon* ! ?o~.tmses  on the more spe c i t ic attitudes toward the unit training program

itsd t . and the binal sect ion covers the attitudes ot commanders . R R  to personnel, and ~electcd

unit pt-rsonnel toss ,ird t he training program and their ideas ot ss .i\ s it might he changed.

Att itudes about the RR - ’EO Program

.\~~ wit h perceptions about equality ol t reatment in the Army, blacks and whites tend

to dificr with respect to their perceptions ot the Army ’s commitment to the Race Relations and
Fqual Opportunity Program The most significant difference mc apparent in answer to a question

about th e extent  t o which whites in the Army want racial minorities to be treated equally.

Table 2~ gives the results h ail of the blacks feel that whites don’t really want racial

Tabk 25

Perceived Desire for Racial Equality by Whites

Statement %f u c i  wh:te .s in the ,lrnrs ’ thmn ’t wan: racial minorities to
be treated equalh

Blacks Whites Others

1 2 cs’ ; Strongly Agree/Agree

f 
23 ’~ .~~~~ Neither Agree Nor Disagree

I 7 ;  (i5’~ 4~V~ DisagreefStrongly Disagree
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minontics to be treated equally . This perception differs considerably from that of whites.
About bS percent of the whites indicate that whites in general do desire tha t minori ties be
treated equally

Since blacks don’t feel that whites want them to be treated equally and the majority

of the Anny leadership is white , t hey might be expecte d to feel th at the Army ’s commitment
to the KR R) program is not real. A series of questions was directed at this issue.

Table 2t~ shows the responses of un it personnel to a question about the Army’s
commit ment to the principle of equal opportunity. Forty percent of the blacks agree
that the Arm y is firmly committed to the principle of equal opportunity. This would appear - j
to be a rather low percentage considering all the KR U) activities that have taken place in
the mmlitar> during recent years In addition , about one-third of the blacks and one-fifth of
the whites indicate that they do ,iot feel th e Army is committed to equal opportunity.

Table 26

Perception of Commitmen t to Equal Opportunity

Statement flu’ Inn m , I J ruJ / % ei~?n,nsuc~J 1’ 1/ me f’rou iple ‘ ‘t  equal
(I~~~U)Pt14flhfi

Blacks Whites Others

4ir 4~• Strongly Agree Agree

2 W ~sei t lmcr Agree ~ or Disagree
2i~ Disagree Strongly Disagree

Kt’spondi’nts were asked about the ex tent to which RR/E O policies and regulations
are enforced . Table 1 shoss s these results . Blacks are much more likely than is -bites to m di-
cat c t hat policies and regulations are not enforced . Some 48 percent of the blacks indicate
that N( O’ s sb not usually see to it that regulations are enforced. For th~ enforcement ol

regulations bs ott i ccr ’s . the percentage drops to .~ 1 percent of the blacks who hold this pc’s- 

1’simistie viev.
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The whu te respondents are much more likely than blacks to feel that policies are

enforced ; however , fewer than half of’ the whites report that RR/EO policies and regulations

art’ enforced by either officers or NCO’s. l’herefore , less than a majority of all personnel think

that the leadership in the Army enforces RR/EO regulations,

Table 27

Perception of Enforcement of RR /EO Policies

Statement : Most .\ (  0 s usual!; c cc ’ t~ it that RR/ E O policies and
r egulaf lons JP(’ t nJorc~d

Blacks Whites Others

2’)’ ; 44 - 3.~ Strongly Agree/ Agree

2-s 2$ 2 3 ;  Neither Agree Nor Disagree

4 2’; Disagree/Strongly Disagree

Statement Most ofJicer5 usualh set’ ic ii f/mat RR E ()  polic ies and
regu lations are’ enforced

Blacks Whites Others

3c : 4$ ~ty~ Strongly Agree/Agree

34 - ; 34 3 l ’ Neither Agree Nor Disagree

31 1$ r- 3 I ;  Disagree/Strongly Disagree

If MO’s and officers are not perceived as enforcing policies and regulations, the

question arises as to whether the program is seen as supported by commanders Table 2S

provides responses to a series of questions in this area. Most people feel that the RR/EO

program receives some command support and many feel that it receives a great deal of com-

mand support- In addition, most respondents appear to think that the commanders honestly

believe that race relations programs are a good thing. The pervasive difference in perceptions

— across races exists here, also, however.

There is a big difference in the extent to which people feel troop comma nders

should pay more attention to meeting the needs of minority group members. Most blacks feel

troop commanders should devote more attention to minority personnel, and most whites

disagree.
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j  Table 2S

Perception of Attitudes of Commanders

Statement - The people a: the top command levels honestly believe i/m a:
race relations programs are a good thing.

Blacks Whites Others

4~~ 57% 46~ Strongly Agree/Agree
33’~ Jo ’ :. 41Yi- Neither Agree Nor Disagree
19’ ; I Y~ 14’ -; Disagree/Strongly Disagree

Questior.: Flow muck co,nmaad support does Ike Race Rc ’laiio,s s Fqual
Opportunin (RR ED) Program receive at this post ’

Blacks Whites Others

45 . 4 A great deal of command support.
5$ ’  4$’ ; Some command support .
I b’~ $‘~ I I - No comm and supp ort

IStatement: Troop commanders at I/u .s post should pay more attentio n
f ;  meeting the’ iteeds of ~H:Pu rmt5 - group members

Blacks Whites Others

I S’~ 5~ Strongly Agree/Agree
3 1 - Neither Agree Nor Disagree

I 2’ 4 Y ~ 2O’~~ Disagree/Strongly Disagree

Post-by-post vanat,ons in perceived level of command sup port are included in
Table 2’) Overa ll, whites att ribute more com mand support t o the program than do blacks ,
On a post-by-pos t level there are considerable differences in perceived level of command
support within eac h racial group as well. ( Percentages for non-black mino rit ies are not
included because of their small numbers at post level. )

I
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Table 29

Perceived Command Support by Post

Question: How much command support does the Race Relations/Equal
Opportunity (RR/EO ) Program receive at this post ’

Black White
A Great A Great

Post l~~al Some None Deal Some None

A 31% 5$’~ 10% 49% 44% 7’~
B 24% 59% 17’ - 42% 6%

C 31% 53% 16% 47% 46%

D 24% 58% 19% 46% 46% 9%

F 24% 51% 25’~ 30% 60% 9%

F 21’c ‘i2% 17% 50% 41% 9%

G 29% I4 36% 52% 12%

H l ” ’V 67’~ 16% 49% 44% 8%

I 23% 55% 22% 3~% 54% 8%
J 44% 47% 9% 62% 35%

K 24’c 63% 13% 43% 50% 7%

One other quesHon was asked which provided information relevant to the topic.

Unit personnel were asked whether RR/EO programs were just for show, As Table 30 indi-

cates , this was one question that blacks and whites tend to agree on. Slightly more than one-

third of all personnel black, white, and other- - agree t hat RRJEO programs are just for show.

Table 30

Peiwpt*on of the RR/EO Program

Statement: RR/ EO programs on this post are mostly lust for show.

Blacks Whites Others

3 7~ 39% 40% Strongly Agree/Agree

33% 34% 32% Neither Agree Nor Disagree

31% 28% 28% Strongly Disagree/Disagree

SI
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In general, it can be said that there is a sizable number of persons in the Army who

express negative attitudes toward the KR!FO program. Blacks and whites tend to appoach

the question different ly, however. Blacks feel that whites don’t really want racial equality, T

and as was noted in a previous chapter , there is a s izab le group of white s who express back-

lash feelings. Thus, the KR-H) program is perceived as having different effects . Blacks feel

that more attention should he given to minorities and whites disagree.

Attitudes about Race Relations Training

The Rac ial Awareness Program operates within the broader context of the Race

Relations and Fqual Opportunity Program This broader context was described above and

it s~as noted that there are a diversity of sicws abou t the value of the RR/FO program ~
general However , there is a substantial number of persons of all races who v icw the RR / EO

program negatively - In this section attitudes that relate more specilically to the race relations

training program in the units will be examined

Question’. in a number of areas related to race relations traini ng were asked. Table

31 shos~s the respo nses to a general evaluation question. Respondents tend to feel that race

relations training is somewhat effec t iv t ’ cii reducing racial tension , with more than 40 percent

falling into this category h owever. t ) : .  re us j  large number w ho feel the trainin g was not

Table 31

Effectivenesii of Training in Reducing Racial Tensions

Question In general , s’.hai cc i our opinion about the valu e of race relations
training for reducing racial tensions in the Army ’

Blacks Whites Others

1 ~“ 10% Very effective in reducing racial tensions.

45% 41’~ 
42%- Somewhat effective in reducing racial tensions.

42% 30’ Not e ffective at all in reduci ng racial tenpions.

l 3~ 12% l7’~ No opinion. .
- 
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effective Those who indicate that race relations training is not effective in reducing racial
tension included 25 percent of the blacks , 42 percent of the whi tes, and 30 percent of the

res pondents of other races It is notable that whites are almost twice as likely as blacks to

feel that training is not effective in reducing racia l tensions.

This question on the effectiveness of race relations training was also asked on the
1972 and l~

) 74 surveys and it is of interest to make some compar isons. In Table 31 A, the
dat a trom Tjhk 3lis compared with the 1972 and 1974 data. The I’ er;- Effrcth’e and
.~o,,zewhag L/f e e t : i - e  altern at iv es are comb ined into one category and the No Opinion cate-

gory has been omitted to taci litate a comparison between those who assessed the program as

elfect ise and those who said it w as inef fective.

Table 3 lA
Effectivene ss of Training in Reducing Racial Tensions

Question - In geiie’ral , w hat is your opinion about the value of race relations
training Pot rt -Juc:ng rat ,aI tensions in the .‘l r?n v

Whites Blacks
1972 1974 1976 1972 1974 1976

3’ ) :  4cc ~ 34- 4t~~ t~2~ ~‘ery or Somewhat I ffecti v e

1 2 ;  21) 42 l5 25’ Not h- f f ectiv e At All

the trends are t.iurly cICJRUI Bla~ k’s Lo nsIstL’ntIv see it as more effective than whites, Of

greatest interest . howt’ser. is that there is a steady incre ase in t he percentage of bothwh~ cs

and black’s who see the program as at least somewhat effectiv e. There is also a steady increase

in the percentage of both wh ites and blacks who see th e prog ram as not effective at all. Of

special note is the sharp increase in percentage of whit es (from 20 percent to 42 percent)

between l ’V’ 4 and 1976 w ho see the program as not effective . This finding is consistent

w ith ot hc~ data which point to an increasing white d issat is fact ion with the prog ram and a

growing “white backlash” phenomenon.

Personnel were also asked how important race relations training is in comparison

to oth er kinds of Army training. The results , as shown in Table 32 , indicate that blacks are
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very likely to consider the training important. About half of the whites consider such train-

ing to be important. At the same time , however , about 20 percent of the blacks and almost

50 percent of the whites consider the training o be not very important or not important at all .

Table 32

Importance of Race Relations Training

Question : (‘o’nparcd to all the different k inds of training the Ann a conducts,
how Important do you think race relations training is ’

Blacks Whites Others

79% 51% 67~ Extremely Important/Important

21% 49% 33~ Not Very Important Not Important At All.

Table 33 shows the results of two related questions. The tendency is for blacks

to feel t hat everyone should be requi red to attend race relations seminars . Among whites
about the same number agree as disagree with mandatory attendance for al l. Forty per-

cent of whites fee l that the sem inars are a wa st e of ta me ; blac ks generally d isagree with that

vie w . Thus , there is a major difference in th e attitudes of bla cks and whites about the v alue

of training

Table 33

Perception of the Value of Race Relations Training

Statement: Every body in the Ann v should he required to attend
race relations seminars.

Blacks Whites Others

74% 40% 54% Strongly Agree/Agree
I 2% 2~~ 19% Neither Agree Nor Disagree

14% 41% 27% Strongly Disagree/Disagree

Statement: Race relations seminar-s are a waste of time,

Blacks Whites Others

19% 39% 28~ Strongly Agree/Agree
24% 27% 24% Neither Agree Nor Disagree
57% 34% 48% Strongly Disagree/Disagree
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Several questions about the specific effects of traini ng wer e also asked. The results

are show n in Tab le 34. Again, the responses of ’ blac ks and whites are considerably different

with more blacks than whites expressing favorable attitudes and seeing positive effects of

training. Blacks in the Army are most likely to feel that th e seminars help som ewhat in in-

creastn g their interest in improving race relations , he lp somewhat in improving communica-

t ions betwe en so ldie rs of different races , and help them to understand people of other races

better. At the same time . whit es are more like ly to respond that the seminars do not increase

the ir inte rest in improving race relat ions, that training does not help them to know how they

can improve race relations , t hat communi cat ions between soldiers of different races has not

improved, and that they don ’t underst and people of other races bett e r as a result of the

program

These results might be summarized in another w ay . As was venlied an intervi ews .

most bl ack s tend to see a need for an I~
() traini ng program , pnmanly beca i ~ they feel that

there is a great deal of d iscr imination against minorities In contrast , many bit es do not see

the need for the (raining program . although about an equal number do see that need- iloth
groups seem to ~eel that t he present program is of limited e ffectavenes.s. If anything, the
prograni ‘s seen as more beneficial to blacks than to whites in terms of immed iate ef f ects .

But if changes in the att ittkles and behav ior of the group in power are a pnmars goal of

training , the long-run effects leave much to he desired. Many whites exp erience no effect

or negative eff ec t s fro m t he program.

Attitudes of Commanders, RR - EO Personnel and
Selected Enlisted Personnel 

—

It is clear from the findings discussed in the previous section that there is a sub-

stantia l element of the population with negative attitudes about the RR/1- O progra m in

~~nera I and the training program in particular . What arc t he sources of this and how is it

likely to relate to the effe ctiveness of the program” This question was explored in the inter-

views which we re conducted with commanders. RR 10 personnel, and selected junior and

senior enlisted pe rsonnel. These interv iews covere d such areas as: 1) tra ining pro gra m

obje ctives. i 2 a  we ak iesses of the cur rent program. and (3) ways in which (he program should
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Table 34

Perceptions of Specified Training Effects

Question: 1)14 the sr,nina,Ys) iou attended increase i our interest in :mpr oiing
rot e relations ’

Blacks Whites Others

20% l4~ Yes , a lot.
34fl~. Yes , somew hat.

29~f 43~ 3’~ No , not at all.

l 3~
; It decreased my interest.

Question : lIai ’e .ct ’minars helped i v 
~u Anow hoi~ you can worI~ to iP ~z, ’r~ i-e rat e

relations in i our uni t

Blacks Whites Others

l9’~ 
-

~~~~ 19” A great deal.

So’~ 46% 441 Somewhat .
3) 47% 38’~ Not at all.

Question : In ~‘t~~Ir opinion . ha~’e uni t RR, E() Seminars helped to improre
co,npnun:cation he’twcen .co ldu rs of different races in i - n ~r :,,:st

Blacks Whites Others

I ~~ ,. 7~~~ I t-~ A lot,

51 . 45’ ’ 5O’~ Somewhat.

34’~ 48% 34 Not at all. 
. 

-

Statement: I understand peop le of other races better .clnce I’ ’e taI.~e,i part in
race relations education pmgram.s .

Blacks Whites Others

46% 29% 3~ ’~ Strongly Agree/Agree

331 35~ 42’~- Neither Agree Nor Disagree

22~ 361 231 Strongly Disagree/Disagree

— * 
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be ~banged . The RR 1-0 personnel interviewed included I)RRI graduates , Discussion Leaders

Course i I)L(’ ) graduates , and non-trained RR FO st af f  members.

Program Objectives

There are a number of obj eetase s described by personnel at all lev els . One of ’ the

m ost commonly stated obj ec t ises is that ot creating “awarene ss.” Awareness tends to he

d~fm ne~t .is the serisati/jtaoii of Arm personnel to the general problem of race as it relates to

the organ ization and t he people in it .  It ot t en is more speciticaIl~ defined as the scns mt izat mon

of w hite s to the problems ot minorities in the mnili ta rs- -

Another ~ommno nlv esp ressed objecti se is the creation of rac ia l harm o ny . The

pos it ise ,is~~’ s t  ot this idea seems to be to get people of diff erent racial and ethnic hack’

gmuiids to get along together and to appreciate each other more . Some personnel state the

oh~ectise in .i more negati~e form Fhe ob~’ctive of the program as to prevent racial conflict

.mnd disniption

The creation of better understanding about diffe rent racial and ethnic groups is

also a trequently cspresse~l objective This as often related to the object ive of increasing

~Oliit1iLit1IcJ t iOfl

Several respondents indicated t hat they feel the purpos e of the program is to allow

troops to “le t ot t  steam “ rhi~ essentially appears to mean that the training is to he a forum

wh e re complaints cãfl he expre ssed and tensions defused .

.\ number of respondents indicated a more negat ive view of the objec tiv e of the

program by sa ang that it is pramaril a response to fear . Almost all commande rs say that

the ha’e no racial problems in tiacir units Rut at t he same time they are conce rned about

t he possibility ot rac ia l violence occurring Thus , by conducting the program in accordance

wi th the require ments for at least bs appearing to conduct the programs . they need not fear

official reprisals it .i racial incident should occur. They could in such a case maintain that

the~ had done al l the y cou ld to prevent at and ci te the conduct of the training program as

.an e xample .
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Few respondents were wilting to state that the program should be eliminated , A
majority of all groups questioned responded that there is a need for an RR;FO program in

the Army, as Table 35 shows. KR, 1~0 personnel almost all expressed belief in such a need ,

as did approximately three-fourths of the company commanders interv iewed. Just over half

of t he enlisted personne l believed there is a need for a program, with only 16 percent assert-

ang th at there ~s insuftiesent need for the program.

Table J5
Need for an RR/EO Program

Question Which ~iJ the Jollo p.’usg com es close’st to i our

Co~ psny Eallird DR R I DLC Non’Trslned
Cummaaden Ptnoenet Graduates Graduates RRIEO Staff

~~-*
-; ()(~~ ~4’ I believ e there as a definite need for a

KR, 10 program in the Army.

2 2 ‘ 4 I 3 : I don’t really know whet her there is
a need or not

I believe that ther e as insufficient need
to have .i KR I () program in the Army.

Another fai rly commonly e~ prcsse J view w as that the program is essential for the

purpose ot demonstrating to blacks that the ~~~~ is interested an their prob lems. Thus

the training program is pnmanly seen as symholi~ and has no real substance. This appears

t o confor m to the image of many unit pe rsonnel who say t hat KR 1-0 programs are just for

show

Several respondents at all levels , however , were more positive in thcir answers.

A number of those interviewed indicated that they feel the basic purpose of the training

program is to help eliminate racial discrirninat ion in the Army.

If we cla ssify program objectives as either “positive” to promote , enhance .
improve or as “negative ” to prevent , preclude, forestall — most of those named are of the
positive type . However , the fact that there is such a wide diversity of answers to questions

about oti~ ctive s of the program indicates a lack of a common understanding of what the
program is all about -

sIt
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W ith resp ect to tho se responsible for condu cting the RAP program, it seems clear

that a large number hase on ly a vague idea about its obj ect ives. In many cases . their vie ws of

the goals are of the negative type , with many who see the program as being str ictly sy mbolic .

Also, some of the objcc ti ves s t at ed by KR . t o personnel have no direct behav ioral component.

~~~ would be the case for suc h an objective as “increasing aware ness and understandin g . ”

There were , of course , some responses w hich show a deeper understanding of the

nature ot the program and th e probl em it addresses . Those wh o indicated that the object ive

is to help eliminate discrimination appear to be inur e an tune wi t h the regulation ’s basic intent.

flus would also be true of those who see the program’s purpose as one of education and the

impr ov emne nt ot communication beh as iors

Ihc % 4UCnCss and confusion that surrounds the objectives of the Racial Awareness

Program is a ntt ~al problem It is difficult to imagine the implementation of an effective

program of an~ P. pe in an organization t he size of the Arm y wh en the progra m’s objectives

are so poorly understood It seems possible that the diversity of ways an which the prog ram

has been operat ionalized at different instatlat ie’ns is a direct result of the co nfusion over and

lai~k ot understanding ot program ohjcct ises

Weakness of the Present Program

ihe respondents intersie wed expressed a number of views about problems with the

program as at is presentl) conducted. These ideas encompass a wade v anety of dif f icult ies and

are heard f rom almost all groups of respondents at every post . In general , it can be stated that

the problems with the pr9gram art’ not limited to s pec ific posts hut exist at all posts from

which data wer e co llected ,

commanders’ Rok

A major area an which problems esist as the relationship of commander s to the

program Many commanders feel that the program is not now a “commanders’ program” but

that it should tic A commonly expressed viewpoint is that each commander should be his

own 1-0 offi cer. Commander s tend to see the RR- ’F() structure as a chain of commun icat ion

‘9
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which operates outside of ~‘omnmand lines a “ stov epip e” 5) stein Under RAP I, all trainin g

was outside the chain of command . While RAP II was intended to change that by putting

the program back into the hands of the commanders, at as still not seen b) many commanders

as their own program Commanders would like more responsibility for determining whether

they need a program an their units , how ot’ten training should tic givemi , what topics should be

coser e~l. and w ho should attend Most K K I ( )  people ted this w ould lead to the destruction

ot the program be~.ausc they think that most ~ummanders are not committed t. • the prograili .

amid that a “conmnianders ’ program ’ would be a nomiex ist ent prograni I his conflict is endemic

and results in man) com manders claiming the program as being crammed down their throats

and mans KR I-U Pvr~oimfleI complaining about lack ot conimnand support.

Command Support

The feeling among KR It .) pcrsoiinel that comm anders do not support the present

progra m as pra~ t RaI l ) uiiisers,il. although a kw commanders stand out as notable e\ce pt u mn s

.\ number of t a~ ii ‘i--s are given as es idence that mim os t commanders do not support the program -

• Failure to hold seminars on a monthly b.,sis -

• Wi ltimigness of commanders to  .mn~ ’l se m inars fo r almost any escusc;

• failure of ~lt i te rs  and senior enlisted personnel to attend :

• L ack of preparation b) ~ minar instructors .

• Inadequate im1stru~tor training.

• N. lollowup on issues raised in seminars .

• Poor facilities and training aids

(‘ommanders . on the other hand . coniplain about the mandatory nature of the program as

being a problem tor them They claim that they do not have the tim e to devote to it , tha t

they have no training to teach them how to conduct an c(lcctivc program , that their person-

nel are not interested an it , that they have a difficult time getting personnel to attend because

of conflicting “m,ssio:i-rclatcd’ duties , and that the KR 10 ) stall does not really provide

adequat e sup po rt.

I

hO

14



- ,  -~~ _ _ _ _

Problem AmplifIcation

Another common complaint expressed by both many commanders and sonic unit

enlisted personnel (mostly white N(0’s~, is that the program creat es problems where none

e ust or amplifies problems when the)- were minor. Historically , this t .  pe of complaint usually

5) mbol ized resistance to an~ type of race relations or 
antidascrimmnation effort . However, the

current RR 10 s) stem may an some way s tend to be counterproduttist’ RAP seminars in the

hands of untrained, inex perienced instrlh furs f requently degenerate into “batch” sc’.smons

Personnel frequently raise comp laints about a wide v ariety of issues unr elated to human rela-

tio ns problems. ihese might include barracks problems , the mess hall . and similar ~om pIaints .

flit-re is seldotn any effective closure on such problems at a session. tIi~refore, people leave

teeling that irntants has-c been espre s.scd and they re ..c wed no .imisw-er Since there as seldom

an~ followup, the same prob lems come up over anti t iSet again . l) issat mstacti on builds up and

the program is blamed b r  creating problems where none were thought to have existed.

Narro w Program Focus

The respondents interv iewed Irequentis express4 ’d the view that the foc u s of the

program was too narrow - In particular . man) people feel that the program is too black-

onented and emphasizes “white guilt ~tany respondents from all groups feel that minori~

tics ot her than blacks should lx’ given attention in the program Man) also feel that the

program should be broadened to encompass more general “human relations” topics rather

than Just “race relations .” although a few tell that this ~hange would di lute efforts to change

race’spesi(ic behaviors Another suggested shift in focus is toward solving problems which

come up in daily life an the unit. This desire fo r a contemporary, unit-speci fic program may

be a reaction to the tendency to talk about minority history and other histoncal or conceptual

topics without relating them to current problems which exist an the Army -

Suggested Changes

When questioned about the pre ferr ed approach fo r the RR; F0 program, rnpon

dents in all groups endors ed the idea of developin g some new approach for t raining. As Table 36

61
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shows, this was the most f requent response for company commanders, for enlisted person’
nd , and for RR 1~0 personnel. (‘ompany commanders were more in agreement w ith the

current approach than an~ other group, although most commanders opted for the idea of a
new approach.

Table 36

Prefrrsed Approach (or RR !EO Program

Statement 1*sofwr as / unders tand the unit RR - t o  semmar approach
Cu psay Enl$ted taUt PLC No.-Tr.ip,d

Coinmasden Pmoiinrl Graduate. Gnduates RRJEO Staff

391. 1..,-: - - 25 1 generally agree with the current
approach -

I 2 ’  I 2’~ .~~~~
‘ In’ : lO~ I would prefer som ething more like

the old appro ach which prov ided for an
I 8-hout block of mandatory training.

4” (s4 ‘U’ I think some new approach should
be deve loped.

I~ l~ (I~ I think RR/EO train ing should be
el iminated.

Mart y people, especially commanders, feel that the chain of command needs to be
given more respo nsi b i lity for t he con duct of the program. They want more responsibility
for determining the need for training in their units and the kind of training that should he
given

Almost all RR 1-0 personnel and most unit enlisted personnel feel commanders
need to he more supportive of the program. RR/FO staff feel commanders air avoiding their
responsibili ties an the RR /}~O area and point to the way in which the program is actually carried
out as evidence They also feel that , if gisren control over the program, most commande rs ---
espe c ially those who need a good program the most would use this power to drop th e prograr ‘

altogether.

Most people see a need for better trained instructors . It is ironic that the program
currently is designed so that those with the most ti-lining to instruct - the DRRI graduates-do
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vu’tually no instruction~ and those with the responsibility for the conduct of the program

commanders — have no training at all.

Most of the respondents , especially whites and senior NCO’s of all races, call for

a deetu p hasis of the purely racial aspects of the program. In particular , the focus on blacks is
seen ,as negative and a broadening of scope is called for , to include other minorit ies , sexism ,

anti—sem itism, and general “ human relat ions. ”

(‘ommanders indicate a need for better supporting materials, This would include
more d~taikd ksson plan s, more current films , boo ks and similar materials . This sentiment

us ech~ied by enlisted personne l, however , KR IC) staff indicate that commanders seldom use

t he materials that are available.

These are come of the suggestions offered by those interviewed about ways to

change the program While they may or auiay not be practical , they do demonstrate what the

current thinking is among many Army personnel about the program.

Summary

Ilie current attitudes toward the Racial Awareness Program can be summarized as

follows

• About halt of whites and others and slightly fewer blacks believe
t hat the Army is firmly committed to the princip le of equa l
opportun ity

• Less than half of all personnel in the Army think that Army
leadership enforces KR 1-0 regulations

• Whites perceive somewhat more command support for RRIEO
programs than do blacks and there is cons iderable var iat ion in
perceived command supp ort from post to post.

• A bout a third of both blacks and whi tes believe the RR .- I~O pro-
grams are just for show and about a third believe they are not .

• Slacks are more likely than whites to feel that the training is
effective in reduc ing racial tensions.

I
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• Since 1972 , an increasing percentage of both whites and blacks see
race relations training as effect ive in reducing racial tcnsions~ simul-
taneously an increasing percentage ot both whites and blacks see
the training as not ef fective at all . By I 97ô , both whites and blacks
are fairly polarized on this issue .

• W hites art’ about evenly split on whether race relations seminars
should be mandato ry whereas blacks favor mandator) seminars
by a margin of five to one.

• In general , blacks see the training as more useful than whites although
sslui t es appear to be fairly evenly divided on questions ui usefulness.

• A great deal of confusion c ’c is t s  with respect to the objectives of
kM i t)  trainrng.

• Lks piIe widespre ad dis s atisfaction with the current RR: i ()  training
program, on ly a few personnel feel that there is no need for some
type of RK I-C) program.

• A decid ed prefe rence for some new approach to KR H) training
is expressed 1w all groups of personnel.

• (‘omrnandcrs want more responsibility for the program w hile
KR H) personnel fear this would kad to destruction of the pro.
gram

• Personnel usith the most preparation for conducting kM 1-0 training --
DKRI gradua tes - are doing very little of the actual training , whereas
personnel with the least preparation- - chain of command personnel - -
are doing most of the training.

• The current RR/EO tra ini ng program has a basically negative image
throug hout all Ie~els of the Army with change s urged from all si des.

Overall, there is high consensus that a definite need exists for a RR/EO training

program There are some indications that the current program is achieving some of its objec-

tives , hut the re exists a high level of dissat isfaction with the present program. Blacks generally

favor the program, whereas whites are fairly evenly divided. However, substantial proportions

of all racial groups see the prog ram in a negative manner. The overall image of the program

tends to he fairly negative hut with the consistent difference between whites and blacks which

has been repeatedly noted.
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CHAPTER V

A COMPARISON OF ARMY UNITS WITH
HIGHER AND LOWER QUAUTY TRAINING PROGRAMS

Whik the previous chapters have included descriptions of the current racial climate

and the current state of the training programs, a critical question still remains to be answered .

What ctkct i~ the race relations training having ’ As noted in Chapter I. the initial design of

the stud s called tot data collection in the %CkL ted units at two times ~ ith a period ot sesc ral

months intervening Changes in KR , It .) related altitudes , perceptions , behaviors, and knowl.

edge kscls were then to he examined and related to the training program This design ~s as

not Icasible in ( ONt S . however , because so fc v~ units could be found wh ich were conducting

unit training in conformance to the regulations.

The approach was modified therefore and presently incorporates two elements.

I tNt . a series of expe rimental training programs sscre sd up in randomly selected units. After

s is months of experience with the experimental progra ms, dat a will be collected . By compar-

ing the result’, obtained From the test companies with control units , an assessment of a number

ol key vanables in the program can be made . The results ot this experimental program will be

presented in ,u subsequent report .

As a second approach , a storing ss stem ~ as used to e~~luate the companie s for

which data were obtained in the initial data collection Appendix F includes a d~scnption

of the scoring system 6 Using The scoring system . 20 companies which were above average in

the extent to which they conformed to A R ttOO—2 2 were selected along with 20 companies

which were below average While it should not be conc luded that these units are either “ good”

or “h ad ,” if can be sa id that these repres ent “ higher quality ” and “lower quality ” programs

in terms ol degree of conformance to AR hOO-4 2 and how actively the program is being pursued.

A number of s-anahlcs across which differences in attitudes. percept ions, behavior,

• and knowledge levels might occur as the result of race relations training were selected for

further analysis These variables result from an analysis of the objectives of training as

~The scoring system involved comparing the unit responses with the total sample ’s responses on
selected itenn relat ing to quality of tra ining pr~gTam . The differences between the unit and the total sample
were summed and this scor e represented the extent to ~4iich a company was above or below average in the
quality of its training program.
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specified by the regulations and from interviews with those responsible for the conduct of

the training. The variables selected b r  analysis include:

• Perception of Curr en t Racial Climate ;

• Perception of the Army’s Commitment to
Equal Opportunity ;

• Perceptions of Discrimination;

• Perceptions of Reverse Racism;

• Interracial Contact;

• Inter r acial Conflict;

• Negativ e Verbal Behaviors ;

• Willingness to Use the Equal Opportunity System ;

• Know ledge Levels.

Each of thes e var iables is discussed in detail in the sections which follow with differences in

the responses of sub j ects m the higher qual ity program companies and subjects in the lowe r

quality program companies pointed out.

It is important to recognize that differences between the two groups of companies

cannot be directly attribut ed to the race relation s program. There may be many factors at

work which cause personnel in one set of units to report favorable racial attitudes and per.

ceptions. These can include strong leadership by a good commander , t he demogra phic

makeup of the units , or t he general post environment. While conclusions about the role of

training in apparent differences in the two se ts of companies must be cautiously expressed

for t hese reasons, the analysis can provide useful insights. The results of the experimental

training programs will ptovide further evidence which may make it possible to be more certain

about causality.

Analy~ s of the two sets of companies shows that , demograp hically, the personnel

dif fer in importan t ways. There are differences by race m d  grade. Thus, analys is of the differ ’

ences in responses must ta ke into account both type s of demographic variation. Results are

presented by race in the follow ing sections in order to show the effect of the difference in

racial makeup. The analysB was also done by rank and the findings ale similar. Thus, no
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attempt is made to present results by grade, alt hough a covariance analysis including both
race and grade was conducted. Results of the covariance analysis are pre sented in Appendix E.
In general, those results show t hat the differences in responses obtained from the higher and
lower quality progr am un its wer e not acco unte d for by the diffe rences in race or grade between
the two groups of companies.

Perception of Current Racial Climate

One o f the m ost critica l quest ions asked obtained the respondents’ views as to
the quality of race relations in the Army. Table 37 shows the results. While for the sample

a ss hok th e percentage of respondents who say th at race relations are good is about 23

perce nt . t here is considerab le diffe rence betw een the higher quality progra m and lower quality
program units. In the compan ies w ith more positive training prog rams, 37 percent of the —

Hacks and 33 percent of the whites indicate tha t race relations are good. For the companies
wit h the more negatise progr ams , less than 20 percent of the blacks and whites report that
race relations are good.

Table 37

Current Racial Climate

Question Whfrli of the following statements is closest to ~‘our ()j ’ IPtIOfl ’

Higher Quality Program Units Lower Quality Program Units
Blacks Whi tes Others Blacks Whites Others

37% 33’~ 28% 19% 17% 15% Race relations in the Army are good .
40% 4W 43% 43% 45% 44% Race relations in the Army are fair.

289 38% 38% 4 1% Race relations in the Army are poor.

MOTh: The semple sizes for this and subsequent tables In this sectior’ are considerably
smalle, than those prrvloaly reported. Sample sizes in the h~her quality program units
ate blacks 173;whltes 561. and others 53. Sample sizes In the lower quality program
units are blacks 2(X) ; whites ~22. and others 62. Append ix C presents the results of
statistical tests for significance for all fiNes in thu report.
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A similar pattern exists with respect to perceptions of the trend in race relations.

This is also shown in Table 38. While there is a large black -white difference in results for

both sets o companies, it is clear that personnel in units with higher quality programs are

much more likely to feel that race relations in the Army are getting better.

Table 38

Trend in Race Relations

Statement: Over the past t ear, suce rcla:Ion.s in the .4r,,i;

Higher Quality Program Units Lo~~r Qualify Program Units
Blacks Whj t *~ Others Blacks Whites Others

54% 39~ Si’ c- 38% 23% 20% have been getting better.

3 1% 44% 63% have not changed.

9”4 I l’~ 18~ 1W~ 22’~ 17% have been getting wo rse.

Perception of’ Commitment of Equal Opportunity

There are a number of dimensions involved in the concept of comm itment to EO.

At one level , there is the perception of the commitment to FO by the Army as an institution.

At another level , there is perception of command support at the post level . And finally , there

is perception ot su ppor t by o fficers and N(O’ c Several quest ions were asked in these areas.

Table 39 s hos~s th e ex t e nt to which personnel perceive that the Army is committed to the

pnnciple of equal opportunity. In both the higher and lower quality program companies .

more w hites than blacks feel that the Army is committed to equal oppo rtunity. A higher

qual ity race relations training program , however , appears to be associated wit h an increase in

t he perception of that commitment both for blacks and whites.

The presence of a higher quality program is also related to the perception that

t here is a great deal of command supp ort for the race relations and equal opportunity program.

As Table 40 notes . about 20 percent more respondents of all races in those companies with

higher qua lity training programs feel that there is a great deal of command support for the

program -
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Table 39

Perception of Commitment to Equal Opportunity

Statem ent: The .4rrny is Jlrmh’ committed to the principle of c’quai
opportunity

~~~ er Quality Program Units Lower Quality Program Units
Blacks Whites Others Blacks Whites Others

• 4 ’  - t~2’ ’ 59%- 35”~ 43~ ~~~~~ Agree/Strongly Agree

21% 2(i% 2w~ 34% 3 l~Z Neither Agree Nor I)isagree

• 2 1  I I 3W’~ 2YZ 33% Disagree/Strongly Disagree

T~bk 4O

Perception of Command Support

Questi on 11(1W tr i uc h command support does the Race ReIarion.~
t.quai Opportunity program recehe at this post ’

Hiilier Quality Program Units Lover Quality Prograr ~. siits

Blacks Whites Others Blacks Whi les Others

3 ~~ ~~ 7 ’ ;  I ~ 3 2’~ 2 2~ Great deal of command support

39% 44 SWZ 57% (~4~- Some command support

9’; 4 1 2’ : l4’~ No command support

When asked about whether N(’O’s and officers enfo rce RR/EO regulations and

policies, the respondents in the units with higher qualify programs are much more likely to

respond in the affirmative. As Table 4 1 indicates , about 20 percent more responde nts in the

higher quality companies agree that officers usually see to it that RR/EO policies and regula-

tions are enfor ced . A similar patte rn exists for NCO’s, although the diffe rences are not quite

• so large
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Table 41
Perception of Enforcement of RR/EO Policies and Regulations

Statement: Most officers usually see to it that RR/EO policies and
regulations are enforced.

Higher Quality Program Units Lower Quality Program Units
Blacks Whit es Others Blacks Whites Others

42’ - S8’~ 50 28% 3~~ 23~ Strongly Agree/Agree

30%- 28’ 2$’; 32~ 42’~ 33% Neither Agree Nor Disagree

l4 ’~ 22~7~ 41% 23% 44% I)isagree/Strongly Disagree

Statement: this ! .VC() ~5 i,sualh. see ((1 ii that R R/ E ( )  poliacs and
regu lations are enforced .

Higher Quality Program Uni ts Lower Quality Program Units
Blacks White s Others Blacks Whites Others

3b~ 53’ 44’~ 21% 33% 27% Strongly Agree/Agree

24’~ 15% 21% 31% 2l~ Neither Agree Nor Disagree

38% 23’~ 4 l ’~ 58% 3b” 52~ Disagree/Strongly Disagree

These results suggest strongly that personnel in units with hig her quality trainin g

programs are much more likely to feel that the Army is committed to the principle of equal

opportunity and that this commitment is reflected in command support and the enforcement

of policies and regulations by officers and N(’O’s.

Perceptions about Equality of Treatment

A very important issue in the area of race relations is the general perception which

peopk have about equality of treatme nt . Generally, blacks feel that b’acks are treated wor se .

Whites either feel that whites are given worse treatment or that trea tment is about the same.

There are , however, di fferences in these perceptions related to the training programs. As

Table 42A indicates, slightly fewer blacks in the higher qua lity tra ining unit s feel that
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non-whites receive worse treatment. In addition, whites in the higher quality companies are

more likely to feel tha t all racial groups are treated the same.

Table 42A

Equality of Treatment

Question: Which u/ the’ following state m ents is closest 10 •l ’OUT O~1ifliOPi

Higher Quality Program Units Lower Quality Program Units
Blacks Whites Others Blacks Whites Others

43% 20% 49’.’~ 2 l ~ Non-whites are treate d better than
wh ites in the Arm y

28’~ 50% 39%- 22 ’{ 44~ 40% Non.whites are treated exactly the
same as whites in the Army.

4 l’~ ‘2 ’~ 7’ 39% Non-whites are treated worse than
whites in the Army.

There are a numbe r of different com ponents of the variable which can he called

equality of treatm ent . These include promotion . ass ignmen ts , enforcement of ru les , and train-

ing. Eac h of these was examined across the two sets of companies.

Tabk 42R shows the di ffe rences in results s~ith respect to perceptions of chances

for promotion. In genera l , w hites feel that chances for promotion are equal: blacks feel that

whites have the better chance. This pattern holds true for both the higher and lower quality

program co mpanies. However , the percenta ge of persons who feel that chances are equal for

all groups is considerably higher in the units with the higher quality programs.

(
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Table 4311
Equality of Treatment

Question - -t~ a general rule . which racial group has the ht ’.~t h a m e f r
j)r~ ‘~~gutI (J P: to higher enlis ted grade~

~~gher Quality Program Units Lower Quality Program Units
Blacks Wh ites Others Blacks Whi tes Others

- -
~~~~ m~4- 22’ t~3’ 4t~ 

( ‘hat -ces arc equal for all races.

h l’ .~ 2 “4~ 9’~ 3’)’~ W hites have t he best chance.

2 ~ I ~ l ( P - I’ ’ 2 3 ’  14’ Blacks have the best chance.

4 -~ 
(r - c - ;  2’ Other minonties have the best (

chance.
1

Respondents ssc re ,iskctl ss hcthcr non-whites get more than their share of dirt y

det.iik \~~.im . the re are enormous difkrenccs in the pcr~ct~t ic~’’. o r t ’ lacks  and whitcs. Almost

I pt’r ~ cut  ‘ the ~ hu es disagree ~ i th the st~itement . but about halt of the Na~ k indicate that

nun.ss hu es do cet more than their share o? dirts details These results j it’ sht~~ ii in Table 42(

I ~~ responses b r  whit es air ba i r i ~ cons istent a ross the higher and lower quality program

com panies It appears . hoss c~cr , t hai a higher quaht~ training program is associated with a

~~~~~ ~~
- 

~~ ‘ ‘I .mt s oiut l~ percent ot the percentage of non-whites sshi’ fee l they receive more than

ft ~-~ -.Hre ol ,h~- r ~ deta ils

Table 42 (

Equality of Treatment

Statement \. .,m -~ 
l; i re c ~‘e ‘~~ 

.r c iha,, thei r ~hari - dirt i  dctaal .~

II~gher Quality Program l nit~ Lo~ier Quality Pro~gram Units
Blacks W hites Others Blacks Whites Others

- 3 l~ Stznngl~ Agree Agree

21 - I ~ 2~.’ 2 2’~ 1 ~
‘ 2 1% Neither Agree Nor 1)isagree

52’ : 23 ‘~~Z 4$ ’ lh~~ ree-St n)ngl~- Disagre e 
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A similar pattern resu lts when perceived d ifferences in enfo rcement of regulations

,ur ei~amined Table 421.) indicates these results. There is very little difference in the higher

and lower quality program companies for whites . In both sets of units , w hites overwhelmingly

disagree wit h the idea that whites get away with breaking rules that non-whites are punished

for But there is a large difference acro~ the two sets of companie s for blacks. About 20

percent fewer Hacks agree with the notion that there as unequal treatment in favor of whites

an the hig her quality program companies.

Table 421)

Equality of Treatmen t

Statement. In ~mi u’m,r , wl itte’.s gel awa) with hreaA ang rules that no,,-
are pun:she-d for

Higher Qualits Program Units Lower Qualit) Program U nits
BijeLs Whites Others Blacks Whites Others

- 2 II ~Q’ - 
. 3’  23 - : Strongly Agree -‘Agree

24 - 2 2 ’ :  ~ 5’~ I - - Neither Agree Nor l)isagree
- Q2 22 ’ ’ Q 2’ ~o: Disagree Strongly Disagree

1unall~ a question about equality in training opportunities ssas asked . These result s

are shown in I ,it’k 4 1  W hitcs , for the most part , disagree with the statement that whites

hav e a better ~h.m~c than non-v,hu t cs to get the best training opportunities Whites in the

comupanut’s uth the higher quality programs arc slightly more likely to disagree . Almos t r~O

percent ‘? the P - l i~ k s  in the companies wit h the lower quality training programs agree with

the statement . but this figure drops to about 45 percent in the companies with the higher

quality training programs .

i
t
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Table 42E
Equality of Treatment

Statem ent: Whites have a better chance than non-whites to get the best
training opportunities.

Higher Quality Program Units Lower Quality Program Units
BLacks Whites Others Blacks Whites Others

4c~ 241 59% 5% 31% Strongly Agree/Agree

22~ l4 ’ -~ 201 25~ 201 27% Neither Agree Nor Disagree

33~ 81% 57% I 7’( 75% 42% Disagree/Strongly Disagree

Reverie Racim and Backlash 4

\s  ~~as noted in an earlier chapter . there as a fairly large group of white pe rsonnel
sst mo perce ise discrimination against whites This ~~as esamined further hs comparing the
responses ot personnel in the tss o sets oi companies on sesc ral ‘ hacklash ”.type questions.

Respondents were asked to ind icate whe ther thcs agree or disagree with th e state-
ment . ‘\~m-i~h,tcs get away wi th breaking rules that whitcs are pun ished for “ As Table 43
show s . almost halt ot the w h i tes  in the units w ith the lower quality programs agree with the
statement In ~omp.anies with a higher quality training program , the perc entage drops to 40
percent

Another statement presented to the respondents w a s . “There is racial discr imination
against w hites tin itn ~ post “ Moje people of all racial groups agree with th e statement in the
lowe r quality program companies As Table 43 indicates , the percentage of whites agree-

ing with the statement drops from 45 percent in th e lower quality program compan ies to
4 1 percent in the higher quality program units

When asked wh eth e r the Army ’ s RR I ( )  program helps minorities get ahead at the
e~pensc it whites , there as a sizable group of whites who answer in the affi rmativ e . However ,
about seven percent fewer whites in the higher quality program units agree with the statement
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Table 43

Perceptions of Reverse Racim

Statement .%on-whlles get awa~a’ with breaking ru les that whites are
pun&aed for

Higher Quality Program Units Lower Quality Program Units
Blacks Whit es Others Blacks Whites Others

• 4~ 40% 26% 7’~ l 3(Y ‘ Strongly Agree/Agree

1 3~ I S~ I ‘~ 101 I W~ 261 Neither Agree Nor Disagree

42’ ~ 51% ~3 3 l ’ ~ 45 I)isag rect St ro ngly Disagree

Statement: lu cre ,‘ racial dtscr:rninatson against whites on this ~ o~ t

Higher Quality Program Units Lower Quality Program Units
Blacks Whites Others Blacks Whites Others

211 31~ ~~‘ 4~~” 44~ Strongly Agree Agree

26’~ 2M’~ 2S’ ~ 33’~ 2~’’ 3S’~ Neither Agree Nor Disagree

42’ ~ 2 ’ ~ 21~~ Disagr ee-Strongly Disagree

St atement: Th Arm y ‘ç RR H) program helps ?Pmuu) r:ties get ahead
at tltt ’ espense of whit es

Higher Quality Program Units Lower Quality Program Units
Blacks Whites Others Blacks Whites Others

6% ti’
~ 3 2% Iv” Strongly A gree/Agree

21 301 27% 35 46% Neither Agree Nor Disagree

‘4 ’~ 4~~ i i3 ’  3Y~ 35~ Disagree/Strongly Disagree

Statement White mlddIc-s’las.s 4meth’ans are gh’ing up too man,~ of
their own righ t s  for the rights of others.

• Higher Quality Program Units Lower Quality Program Units
Blacks Whites Others Blacks Whites Others

331- I 1’~ 10% 39% 191- Strongly Agr ee/Agree

( 3 3 - 3 I ‘~~ 31% 291- 35 ~ 54% Neither Agree Nor Disagree

58% 37% 581- 621- 261 27% Disagree/Strongly Disagree
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than in the low er quality program companies . There is little change for blacks , hut there is

about a ten perc ent change for those respondents who are neither black nor white. These

results are also shown in Table 43 .

Respondents were presented with the statem en t , “White middle-cl ass Americans

are giv ing up too many of their own rights for the rights of others. ” Table 43 shows the resu lts.

About 40 percent of the whites in the lower quality program companies agree with this state-

ment , wh ile only about 10 percent of the blacks agree . In the higher quality progr am companies ,

the percent age of w hites who agree drops by about b percent. There is a si milar change fo r the

non-black minority personnel. •

These tables show a clear pattern suggesting a subst a nti al propo it ion of backlash

sentiment among white personnel. It as also clear, however , that the backlash feelings are less

strong in tho’~ compan ies which have been identi fied as having higher quality race relations

training progr ams.

Interracial Contact

One of the problems indicated in the chapter on the current racial climate is the

extent of racial po larization. An obj ecti ve of the training program has been stated as a

desire to reduce this polarization by increasing communication between blacks and white’s

It can be hypothes ized , t herefore, that an e ffective training program migh t be associatesi

with less racial polar izat ion. This hypothe sis was examined wUb several questions.

Respondents we re asked how often black and white personnel in the units st ick

together while on the job . The results are presented in Table 44 . (ienerally , w hites say th at

blacks stick together and hlacks say that whites stick together . Howe ver , w hen the differ-

ences acro~ the hig her and lower quality program companies are examined, it appears that

for every racial group ther e are fc wvr reports of people of the same races sticking together

in the higher quality program companies.

Personnel were also asked, “How often do whites and non-whites in your company

go out of their way to help each other? ” For 41 groups the results are discouragingly low.
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Ilowes-er , it is ~. k,ir from an csamination ot the results in Table 44 that more helping behaviors

are taking place in the comp anies with higher quality training programs. This seems to be true

tor all racial groups, although the increase in frequency appears to be greatest for white respon-

dents

Table 44

Interracial Contac t on the Job

Question /1, ’ ‘ t t -fl Jo ~s lu te ’ ;)(-r~ o,m- I in i our c onzpanl- tu A toge ther
ith,fr i.Pl tli t - iol ’ ‘

Higher Quality Program Units Lower Quality Program Units
Blacks Wh ites Others Blacks Whites Others

41 ,1~” 34 ’ 52 4(P 48% Very Often/Often
- 1~è’ 11 26’~ 3l  2~’~ Sometim es

3 l~ 4 44’ 13’ 13”~ Seldom Never

Question - 11 ‘w - vu - ’:  1 flu rn-it hue ‘ e -r t f l  ‘u-I in i c  u~ar ,,flpa,: : .t tu-I~
1 ‘t~’(ther while o: t h -  ,oh

h i g her Qualit Program Units Lower Quality Program Units
Blacks Whi les Others Blacks Wh ites Others

- 4O~ 4~Yc 501- 49% Very Often Often

35 ‘ 3~~
; ltu% 2W ~ 3U’~ 30% Sometimes

f l :  311 - 36- - 14% 20~ 221- Seldom Neve r

Question II re often J ’’ whites alit! noii- whg tes in ; ‘ur eofltpan l go out
P their wcui In help rae), other

High er Qualits Program Units Lower Quah~y Program U nits
Blacks Whites Others Blacks Whites Others

13’ 2ii ’~ I S’ I (~~ I 5% I 3% Very Often/Often

~~~ 53% 45% JS% Sometimes

36% Mn- 291- 491- 401- 49% Seldom/Never
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Another question presented to the respondents was , “ How often do whites and non-

whites in your compan y sit together in the dining faci lities on post?” Again, in the units with

t he higher quality t raining programs there is an increase in the percentage of respondents saying

that this typ e of behavior occurs often , The difference as much greater for whit es than for

hljcks These results are shown in Table 45 .

Table 45

interracial Contact Off Duty

_ 1
Question low often do whites and non-whites in your com,~ n~’ sit

toget her in thi ’ dining J a c, litu ’c on po st

Higher Quality Program Units Lower Quality Program Units
Blacks Whit es Others Blacts Whites Others

4” 3 c~ 3Y~ 20% Very Often/Often

45’~ 3t ’c 40% 34% 40% 43% Sometimes

II - I “ 2 5 34~ 2~’~ 3W Seldom/Never

Question low of Ic ’?: do whites and non-whites in i c u r  compain go to

p oat c!uh.c together (Enlisted Club, .VCO (‘7uh . Officers Club) ’

Higher Quality Program Units Lo wer Quality Program Units
Blacks Whites Others Blacks Whites Others

3 2% 35~ 20% lS% 26% 20% Very Often/Often

36% 3~~ 51% 35% 40% 34% Sometimes

32% 16~ 47’~ 34~ 46% Seldom /Nvc r

Polarization in clubs is often said to bc an issue on posts. Respondents were ask ed .

“How often do whites and non-whites in your company go to post clubs together?” Table 43

mdica t es t hat such racial interactions occur more frequently in units with higher quality train-

ing programs.

These results indicate that , whi le ther e is still a substantial degsee of racial polar*za-

tion both on and off the job , the polaflzation is kas severe in those units with the higher quality

training programs.
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Interracial Conflict

The presence of racial pola rizat ion is not necessarily bad . However , when such
polarization &s associated with racial con fr ontations and conf lict , the problems can become
qui te severe. Several questions were asked to obtain information about the frequency of
such actions.

First , t he question was asked, “How often do white personnel in your company

get tog ether an certain snuations to harass or keep non-whites out of facilities which arc sup-

posed to be open to all1” As would he expected , the percentage responding ‘ often ” is fairly
low . However , as Table 4t, indicates , more respondents in the units with the higher quality
training programs say that such acti v ities seldom or never occur than in the lower quality
program units

A similar pattern occurs when the racial identity of the actors is reversed. Respon-
dents were asked, “How often do non-white personnel in your company get together in ccflain
situations to harass e r  keep whites out of facilities which are supposed to be open to all” The
results are shown an Table 46. Again, the reported frequency of occurrence is less in the corn-
pani~’~ w ith the higher quality training programs

Fin ally. respondents were asked , “How often do whites and non-whites in your
company torm groups and challenge eac h other t o fights?” Again, as Table 46 indicates , the
percentage of occurren ces is said to he very ls si But for both blacks and whites , the pro-
portion r i  respondents saying such behaviors occur often is lower in the units with higher
quality programs. This pattern does not hold , howev e r , for the non-black mino rity respon-
dents. Why this would he true as not clear f rom t he results ,

1 .
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Table 46

Interracial Conflict

Question - h o w  of te ’Pi do white ; ‘ers u nite ! sin a ur e onqlaPt a get together in

c ’t’Ptdlfl situations in haracs or A cep Pu an -win, tes on, i t  f fewili tie ’s
aahi t h ar€ ‘~i4ppe ~ n ’d i t t  be’ t’pe?I 10 -il l

Higher Quality Program U nits Lower Quality Program Units
Blacks Whites Others Blacks Whites Othe rs

t I c  3 - 4 r -  5 ;  s- \ c r~
- Ott em Ott~’n

i - :  22 - 12 S4.unctirnes
- SO 2 - S 3 Seldom N~~ei

i(

Question - I/o w ui itu pz Jo non -while ,‘n r s u owe! i i :  a our conipait ge’ I toge:he’ r
in certain ~ztua1se ,n.s in , isara.u or Ae ’cp whites out of fa shttes which
,J tn’ .cuj ’p  ‘ted lou / ‘t • uipe,n to all

Higher Quality Program t nit~ Lower Quality Program Units
Blacks Whites Others Blacks Whiles Others

1 2 :  1Ci , IY~ 3 15 ’ \ c r  Often-Often

I ~~ 2 1 ‘~~ 2 4 ;  2” 3 Y Sometimes

“4’ ~~~~~~~ t’O’~ (t 3 -’ 45’ so ’ ; Scldom. Never

Question - FI( ’V4 t ’ f f ~”t do i~hitc ’t apse! fl (?fl ’i4 ’hltf ’i IP~ a ‘ ‘z i p 1 Oflig’)Ofl i m m :  ~‘?‘OU p’S
anei challenge each other t ” fs~h ts ’

Higher Quality Program Units 
— 

Lower Quality Program t~nits
Blacks Whites Others Blacks Whiles Others

4~’ IO’ X ’ - ~~~~ 
c’ ; Very Often/Often

I ‘ ;  I 5 I 2’~ 14% I S~ Sometimes

80% 51’ “~~ Seldom/Neve r

go
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Negative Verbal Behaviors

A great deal of the effort in race relations tra ining program s has gone into sensi-

t izat ion of all personnel about the use of racially demeaning terms. If this training has any

ef fect , then it might be expected that personnel in companies with higher quality training

programs wou ld repo rt the use of such racial slurs less frequently , This hypothesis was

examined using several questions .

Respondents were asked how often white personnel refer to blacks using such

terms as “nigger.” The results are shown in Table 47 . There appears to be very little diffe r-

ence across race , however, there is a major difference between the high er and lower quality

program companies. Almost one-third of the personnel in the lower quality program units

report such terms were used often. In the units with the higher quality t raining program, the

percentage drops to less than 20 percent. A similar pattern exists for the use of racial slurs

about other rac ial minorities besides blacks, although the data arc not presented here.

Respondents were also asked how often non-white personnel re fer to whites using

such terms as “honky” or “gringo ” For blacks in the lowe r quali ty program companies, about

30 percent indicate that such terms are used often. This drops to 17 percent in the units with

higher quality programs. A similar pattern exists (or whi tes and for the oth er non-whites ,

although the percentag e reporti ng that such terms are used frequently is some what higher.

These results are a!so shown in Table 47 . A similar pattern of results exists for the use of

racial slurs by non-whites about persons of Spanish heritage or Oriental background.

Another q uest ion asked was, “How often do people of your own race in your com-

pany tel l racist jokes about other races?” As with the previous results, the percentage of

persons reporting that suc h behaviors occur often is somewhat less in the units with higher

quality programs.

These results indicate that there is still a degree of name calling in the military .

Furthermore, it ex ists for all racial groups, although the tendency is for each racial group to - -

think it oc curs more frequently among the other groups However , the reported occurrence

of such slurs is more frequent from those personnel in the units with lower quality training

programs.

81

*
T

a —

-~ 
-



“ — ~ ‘- -~ ~~~~~~~~~~~ 
~~~~~~~~

—‘ 
_____________ —

Table 47

Negative Verbal Behavior

Question : ho w often do white personnel in your company refer to bloc/cs
~,Lc ‘‘iU~~e’m. ‘ ( ‘OOf l , t’t( ’

Higher Quality Program Units Lower Quality Program Units
Blacks Whites Others Blacks Whites Others

1” ; lt , 2W’~ 35% 32’~ 4(Y~ Very Often/Often

22’~ 24’~ 27~~
; 26% 39% Sometimes

h2% 49% 3W~ 4Y’ 2l~ Seldom/Never

Question: h ow often do non-white or minorit persoitnel in ;-o ur corn pony
refer to whites as “honk . ’ ’  ‘grlngo . “ etc.

Higher Quality Program Units Lower Quality Program Units
Blacks Whites Others Blacks White s Others

l7~’ 25’~ 23’~ 40% 37(~ Very Often /Often

44% Sometimes

50% 43 43’~ 32”~ 19% Seldom/Never

Question - how often ~ln peopie of ~ mr own race in i-our coin pant tell
racist pokes about other races ’

Higher Quality Program Units Lower Quality Program Units
Blacks Whites Others Blacks Whites Others

l0% l4~ 10% 15% 2’~% 18% Very Often/Often

40% 47% 3l~ 43% 34% Sometimes

47’~ 43% 54%- 32% 48% Seldom /Neve r

Willingness to Use the Equal Opportunity System

One of the purposes of the training program seems to be to educate people about

the program itself and to encourage people to begin to act to eliminate discriminat ion. A
series of questions were asked about the willingness of personnel to use the RRIEO system.
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One question asked, “How likely would you be to report a white supervisor in your

company who you can prove is discriminating against non-whites?” Table 48 shows the

results. As might be expected, blacks indicate that they are more likely to report such an indi-

vidual than whites. However , there is a large difference across the two groups of companies.
Considerably more personnel of all races in the higher quality program units indicate they
would report such an individual. As Table 48 also shows, the converse is also true. Whites say

they arc more likely to report a black. And persons of all race s in the higher quality program

comparnes say they are more likely to report such discrimination than in the lower quality

program units.

Respondents also were asked how likely they would be to file a formal complaint
of discnmination if they thought they personally had been discriminated against. As Table 48
indi cates , most people of all races would tile a complaint , although the ra te is much higher
in thc units with the higher quality race relations training programs.

Finally , respondents were asked, “How likely would you be to go to the post RR/EO
office for help in solving a raLe re lated problem?” Tab le 48 indica tes that more people in the
hig her quality program units would go to the post KR 1-0 office for help than in (he lower

quality program units

It appcaz~. that in the area ot KR 10 system uti lization , as in the ot her areas already

discussed, the personnel in the units with higher quality t raining programs have much more
des irable attitudc s than thosc in the lower quality program units.
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Table 48
Willingness to Use RR/EO System

Question: How likely would you be to report a white supervisor In your
company who you can prove Is discriminating against non-whites?

Higher Quality Program Units Lower Quality Program Units
Blacks Whites Others Blacks Whites Others

73’; o3’ 77’~ 65% 46% 46% Definitely Would/Probably Would

22% 24% 2W 31% 41% Not Sure

l~ ”~ 0% 23’ l3~ Probably Would Not/Defin itely Wou ld Not

Question: How likely would v i l u  he to report a non-white supervisor in you r
compan y who you can pro ve is discriminating against whites ’

Higher Quality Program Units Low er Quali ty Program Units
Blacks Whites Others Blacks Whites Others

70’ 73’ 47’; 60% 54% Definitely Would / Probably Would

24~ 20% 20’ 37% 2(~ 36% Not Sure

I l~ l~~ 15% 10% Probably Would Not/Definitely Would Not

Question : How likeli- would you he to file a formal complaint of discrimina-
lion if you though you ‘d been discriminated against on post

Higher Quality Program Units Lower Quality Program Units
Blacks Whites Others Blacks Whites Others

65% 58% 67% 57% 48% 46% Definitely Would/Probably Would

23% 25% 2 2%- 29% 31% 34% Not Sure
11% 17% I 2% 14% 22% 20% Probably Would Not/Definitely Would Not

Question: How likely would you be to go to the post RRIEO office for help
In solving a race related problem ’

Higher Quality Program Units Lower Quallt~r Program Units
Blacks Whites Others Blacks Whites Others

62% 4l~ 59% 46% 28% 41% Definitely Would/Probably Would

28% 27% lS% 30% 33% 36% Not Sure
10% 33% 24% 24% 39% 23% Probably Would Not/Def initel y Wou ld Not
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Questions were also asked to obtain an unde rstanding of the current knowled ge

levels of respondents in a number of areas . Three basic categories can be considered : knowl-

edge about policies and regulations , knowledge about RR -l - ()  terminology . and knowledge

about culture and history .

In terms of understanding of policies and regulations , it was found in general that

whites are slightly more knowledgeable than blacks although this pattern is not consistent

across all questions. What is cons istent , however , is the finding that individuals in the units

with the higher quality training programs are much more likel~ to answ er questions about

regulations and policy correci l) This is true in such areas .is policies regarding equality of

treatment , r-cL~uirenients regarding t he role of s~omcn, 4lirmal,st, j c ik )f l S plans. minority

rt-presen tation ~n promotion boards and es aluation in the 1-0 area on pe rsonnel rating forms.

iraining programs in thc Tas. C re lj tions are a have tended to focus extensive ly Ofl

definitions of vaflous terms. A ‘~ ries ot que stions ~ as asked to deter m ine w hether respon-

~kr i t s  had dear ndcr~tandings o~ the meanings of t he following terms:

- racial minorit ies - ethnic groups

- sterco t~pt’s - affirmative actions plans

• institutional discrimination - prejudice

• personal racism - white backlash

- segregation - polaruation

The results , which art’ shown in laNes 4~
) and SO . indicate t hat , for t he most

pas t , those individuals in the units vblth higher quahi) programs are able t o identify the

correct response s be t te r .  Thi s is consistently true fo r all racial groups across all items , al-

though some of the differenc es are quit e small There does, however , appear to lx’ a

relationship between the units with the higher qualit~ programs and understanding of

RR It) terminology.
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Table 49
Knowled e about RR/EO Terminology

Statement: “Ethnic groups “and ‘~~~la! minorities air two terms
which mean the wine thing.

H#er Quality Program links Lower Quality Program (inks
Blacks Whites Others Blacks Whiles Others

32% 26% 40% 3 1% 22% )5% Agree
41% 49% 42% 35% 40% 34% Disagree (cor rec t answer)

27% 25% 17% 34% 38% 41% Don’t Know

Table SO

Percent of Respondents Correctly Identifying RR/EO Terms

Higher Quality Program Units Lower Quality Program Units
Blacks Whites Others Blacka Whites Others

60% “1% “2% 45% 58% 53% Stereotype
44% 4 ~~ 34% 33% 3 2’T Af firmative Actions Plan

18% 14% 2 ’ ~ I5~ 10% 17% Institutional Discrimination
6I ~ 53% Prejudic e

62% ‘5% 82% 53% 63% 57% Personal Racism

36% 44% 36% 34% 26% White Backlash

80% 69% 54% 66% 62% Segregation
34~ 58% 30% 43% 30% PolarizatIon

Finally, the level of understanding of questions about culture and history was
examined. The results of questions in this area are shown in Tables S1A through S1E. This
is the only area rev iewed in which there is no clear trend showing that persons in units with

higher quality programs score better than individuals in the lower quality program units. It
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appears that Little informat ion is retained in these areas if they are covered, or that the specific

quest ions asked do not tap the areas actuall y cove red in mos t current training programs.

In general, it appears that higher quality training programs are related to enhanced

knowledge levels w ith respect to understanding of regulations and policies and , to a lesser

exte nt . to RR/EO tennmology. However , there seems to be Litt le effect of the raining pro’

grams in tenus of knowkd ge about specific cultural and historical items .

Table SI A
Kno wledge abou t Culture and History

Statement: Some black slaies who were set free In America b~ their
owners were skilled craftsmen.

W~~er Quality Program Units Lower Quality Program Units
Blacks Whites Others Blacks Whites Others

68% 64% 58% 55% 39% Agree (correct answer)

7% l2’~ I2~ 10%- 15% Disagree

29% 27% 30% 35% 46% Don’t Know

Table SI B

Knowledge abou t Culture and History

Question: What arc the colors of the African or “Black Liberation “ flag ’

l~~~er Quality Program Units Lower Quaht}~Propam Units
Blacks Whites Others BLacks Whites Others

29~ 2% 2% 1% 2% 0% Yellow, green and white

74% 60% 71% 78% 59% 67% Red. black and green (corr ect answer)

4% 1% 0% 3% 1% 2% Red, white and blue

20% 37% 28% 19% 38% 31% Don’t Know
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Knowledge about Culture and History

Question: A man who Is proud of his Mexican’Ame.’ican heritage Is most
likely to be insulted If referred to ~s:

Higher Quality Program Units Lower Quality Program Units
Blacks Whites Others Blacks Whites Others

2% 4% 8% 4% 5% 12 La Raza

14% 21% 47% 14% 20% 34% Pachuco (correct answer)

10% 7% 8% 10% 6% 5% Macho

74% 68% 37% 72% 70% 49% Don’t Know

Table 51 D

Knowledg e abou t Culture and Histor y

Question: Many people feel that January Ii should be a national holiday
becanse It IA:

Higher (~aallt y Program Units Lower Quality Program Units
Blacks Whites Others Blacks Whites Others

1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 0% Hawaiian Independenc e Day

57% 30% 24% 58% 24% 20% Martin Luther King, Jr. ’s
birthday (correct answer)

3% 5% 3% 7% Dale of Batt le of Wounded Knee

37% 64% 67% 36% 71% 73% Don’t Know

Table SI E

Knowledge abou t Culture and Histo ry

Question: The ‘Back to Afrtca”morement In America was niade popular by:

Higher Quality Prvgram Units Lower Quality Program Units
Blacks Whites Others Blacks Whites Others

4% 2% 4% 1% 2% 2% Julius Debro

41% 19% 27% 37% 21% 17% MaIcolm X

20% 8% 8% 23% 8% 2% Marcus Garvey (correct answer)

72% 61% 38% 69% 80% Don’t Know
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Sum ary ar~l Conchaslons

The basic conclusion which can be drawn from these data is that there appears to

be a relationship between the presence of a higher quality race relations trainin g program in

a unit and more positive percept ions, behaviors, and knowledge levels.

Caution must be exerc ised in interpreting the data , however , for several reasons.

First , as noted at the beginning of the chapter . a cause and effect relationship between train-

ing and the responses cannot be assumed . Some other factors may be resulting in both quality

programs and favo rable personnel responses. Second , personne l in the higher quality program

units may tend to he respondi ng positively to any question , including those about the trainin g

program. This wou ld have the effect of makin g it appear that certain units have better train-

ing programs than is actually t rue . This would create an art if icial distinction betwe en the

higher and lower quality units leadin g to the kinds of multi alread y described. Finally, the

differen ces between th e un its tend to be small . In so me cases they are differ ences which could

occur by chance

The basic po int to he made here , however , is that there is a consistent pattern appear•

rng across almost all of the dimens ions e’iamin ed in which the units with the higher quality

training were sig nif icantly different in the desired direct ions from unds with the lower quality

training . These dim ensions include

Perception of Cur rent Ra. a1 Climate
- Perception of the Arm y s Commitment to Equal Opportuni ty

‘ Perception of Discr imtn a*tion

• Perception of Reverse Racism

- lnterra cial Con tact

• Inte rracial Conflict
- Negative Verbal Behaviors

• Willingness to Use the Equal Opportunity System.

This strongly su~~ests that there is a definite and positive association between training and the

responses obtained .
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This strong su estion that training is having a posit ive impact is vesy important.
It is the fi rst such evidence on the question and is wort h further invest igation . As was
noted earlier, the experimental work curr ently underway using test and control units should
provide further insight. Hopefull y, it will be possible to better estab lish a link between train-
u~ and result ing changes in attitudes , perceptions, repo rts of behaviors , and knowledge .

Although the racial climate tends to be superior in unit s with higher quality t rain-
ing programs, ther e are sti ll substan t ial numbers of personne l of all races in such units who
possess negative views of the racial cl imate , It seems that a training progra m modeled after
cur rent regula tions can reduce the negative influences of some of these negative views ; however.
basic stru ctural dete cts in the ove rall program may not allow for more than a minimal level of
eff ectiveness. Problems related to lack of comm and support , misunderstandi ng of progr am
objectives , and ine ffective use of t rained personnel limit overall program success, so that even
in high quality units only 28 percent of blacks and 50 percent of whites perceive equal treat-
mcn t of whites and non-whites in the Army.

The impl ications of the findings presented in the present chap ter will be exam ined
fu rther and related to the current racial environment and the stat e of the training program in
the ne*t chapter.
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QIAPTER VI

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This report is the first of a series of reports from a study of Army race

relations and equal opportunity training The scope of this report is limited to CONUS

and the Pacific; training in USAREUR and findinga from the experimental training pro-

grams currently underw ay will be examined in a separate , forthcomi ng report .

The overall purpose of the study is to describe how the RR/EO unit training

program is being implemented at local levels in the field and to assess the effectiveness of
that t raining. The report is organized into four major parts. First , the current racial climate
in the Army is examined in an effo rt to estab lish the overall attitudinal and perceptual con-

text in which the RR/E~O traini ng is being conducted. Second , how the RR/ EO training is

being conducted is described. Third, the attitudes and perceptions of various groups of

Army personnel tow ard the RR/EO training are examined . Finally , units with higher quali ty

training prog rams are compa red with units with lower quali ty traini ng programs across a

number of attitud inal , perceptua l, cognitive , and behavioral dimensions.

Racial Qim.te in the Army

Positive race relations are ckarly not the general pattern in the Army in 1976.

While minorities generally acknow ledge progress in equal opportunity across the board, this

should not be taken as a sign that they perceive that racial discr iminatio n has been eliminated.

They remain acutel y sensitive to the continued existence of what they perceive as discr imi-

natory treatment which operates to the disadvantage of racial minorities. Whites, on the

other hand , for the most part do not perceive that same discrimination and tend to believe
that Army personnel procedures and decis ions are color blind. There is evidence in support
of two oppos ite trends occurring within t he white population. There appears to be an in-
crease in the number of whites who have become aware of discrimination in Army functioni ng

and wish to see it changed and at the same time, there appears to be an increase in the number

of whites who perceive “vm rse discrimination ” occurr ing and feel resentful toward the RR/ EO

program.
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The generally improving trend in racial attitudes , which studies have documented
has been occurring since 197 2, has stopp ed its upward movement by 1976. Voluntary racial
separation continues at a high level in off duty situations. Harassment and verbal abuse as
well as racist jo kes are still being reported fairly frequently.

Despite the low frequency of overt interracial violence, race-related tensions per-
sist and may be increasing. It appears that a sort of ‘In :enucioidétente exists , beneath

which flows an undercurrent of suppressed interracia l tension. The primary source of racial

tens ions cou ld once be seen as the frustration and bitterne ss of minor ities. A second source
must now be added and that is the anger of a growing number of whites who perceive that

they are being vict imized by “ reverse discri mination .” Interracial tensions are clear ly being
fueled from two sides.

The overall picture , the n, is mixed ; there is evidence both of real progress on the
one hand , and of persist ing , and perhaps, growing racial tensions an the other. If this in-
terp retation of the findings on the overall racial climate is cor rect , it is espec ially important

an vie w of the general tendency for Army leadership to consider the race problem in the
Army as being largely resolve d and a very low priority issue .

Race Relations and Equal Opportunity Unit Training

There is far less actual training occurring than would be exp ected if AR 600-42
were being str ictl y observed. Probably many less than half of all companies in CONUS are
conducting monthly RR/EO seminars. The training that does occur is frequently of low
quality and often relates to race relations or equal opportunity in name only. The return
of the unit training responsibility to the chain of command which was specified in the 1974 V

revision of AR 60042 has produced the ironic result that personnel charged with the te- (
spon sibi lity for conducting the traini ng have had no preparation in how to conduct such (
train ing, while personnel who have had the maximum preparation— DRRI graduates—are (
doing no training.

V There is much evidence that the unit training prog ram is largely a “paper prog ram.”
Further , for most company commanders, it appears to be a very low priority program. The
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sensitive nature of the subject matt er and the specialized background knowledge required
make it nearly impossible for untrained personnel to conduct effect ive RR/EO seminars.

The perceptions of commanders and RR/EO personnel contrast sharply on many
issues. In part icular , commanders continue to voice their desire to be able to determine the

V 

tonn and content of the RR/EO program , whereas RR/ EO personnel express the fear that
if commanders are given this powe r, this will lead to what RR/EO personnel perceive as the
furthe r demise of the prog ram.

V Another critical char acteristic of the program as it is being currently imple mented
as the target group which the training actually reaches . There was very little evidence that
personne l above the rank of ES att end RR/EO seminars. Although it was intended th at the
traini ng reach all levels in the Arm y, it does no r. Those persons who by virtue of their role
an the organization have the most power to effect change if change is needed are least likely
to particip ate in the seminars.

Current Attitudes toward the Racial Awarene ss Program

Since 1972. an increasing percentage of both whites and blacks saw race relations
training as effective in reducing racial tens ion ; at the same lime, an increasing percentage of

both whites and blacks saw the training as not effectiv e at all. For whites , this latter increase
was extremely marked since 1974 . Currently, both whites and blacks are fairl y polarized on
this issue .

Despite widespread dissatisfaction with the current RR/EO training program, few
personne l feel that ther e is no need for some type of RR/ EO prog ram. The current RRJEO
train ing program has a basically negative image throughout all levels of the Army with changes
being urged from all sides . All different groups of personnel queried expressed a decided

S preference for some new approach to RR/EO traini ng to be developed in place of the current
program. There appears to be. therefore , a fairly high consensus that RRIEO training is
needed, but that the current program is not satisfactorily meeting that need.

I-
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Overall , there is much confusion over the basic objectives and rationale of the

Army ’s RR /EO progr~m. This confusion appears to contribute substantiall y to many of

the difficult ies the prog ram encounters .

The program is still seen by many Army personnel as essentially a black-oriented

program and this perception tends to feed backlash feelings by whites and further disen-

chantment by the non-black minorities. Blacks , on the other hand, remain unconvinced

that the Army is firmly committed to equal opportunity. The manner in which the t raining

program is implemented and managed at the unit level only serves to reinforce that belief.

The training program is seen by a substantial number of Army personnel of all

races as primarily for show. The fact that sessions are scheduled but not held , that attendance

is supposedly mandato ry but not enforced, that senior personnel seldom attend , and that

topics are often unrelated to EO all serv e to further that impression.

Commanders and KR }~O personnel have very divergent views about the RRIEO

traini ng program. Commanders fee l the program as bemg “ crammed down their throats ”

and that they don’t have enough flexibility to design the programs to lit their individual unit

needs. Furthermore, they admit that they do not have sufficient training in the RR/EO area

but do not feel they get sufficient support from trained RR/EO personnel. They feel that

monitor ing by RR /EO personnel focuses on irrelevant issues and that feedback on substantive

areas is lacking.

RR/EO personnel , on the other hand , feel that commanders do not support the

program and attempt to avoid their traini ng responsibilit ies. In particular , DRRI graduates

see themselves as primarily being trained as ;nstructors bitt with no role in the present train-

ing mode. RR/EO personnel generally perceive more racial problems than commanders and

feel commanders should be taking more positive actions to deal with unit difficulties. They

feel that RR/EO people are only sought out for assistance afte r a problem has already surfaced

and it is too late to avoid a racial incident.
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Comparison of Army Units with
H#er and Lower Quality Training Programs

There are more positive race-related attitudes , perceptions , knowled ge, and reported

behaviors in units with higher quality traini ng programs than in units w ith lower qualit y pro-

grams. Higher quality trainin g appears. to be related , therefore , to evidence of greater racial

harmony. Howeyer , from the data now available , it cannot be stated conclusivel y that the

high qua lity RR/EO tra ining program causes a better race relations climate even thoug h the

two secm to be highly correlated. The results from an experimental training program now

underwa y will shed further light on this question. At this point , what can be said is that

higher quality training and more positive race relations appear in the same units.

Although the racial climate tends to be better in units with higher quality t raining

progr.ims. there as ckarly much room for improve ment even in the best of them. Even if it

be established that the trainin g as causing the better racial climate , a question remains as

to whether trainin g modeled on present regulations is the most effecti ve approach .

Tentative Conclualons and Some Implications 4

The present stud y is continui ng and new landings will undoubtedly influence any

conclusions offered at th is point . For that reason . th~ overall conclusions and the implica-

tions drawn from them are offered ten tatively V

• The racial climate in the Army is such that morale , motivation ,
and unit effectivene ss are, in all likelihood , adversely affected.

• There is a general consensus that a need for RRIEO training
exists.

• There is general dissatisfaction with the current t raining program
for a variety of different reasons.

• There is little RR/EO trainin g actually being conducted under the
current program.
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• Where RR/EO training is being conducted in conformance with
current regulations , it appears to be associated with more posit ive
race relation s.

A number of potential action implications can also be state d.

• A clear statement of the goals and objectives of the training pro-
gram needs to be develop ed and communicated to ~ll persons
through ou t the Army. Commanders and those responsible for
the program in particular need to be made aware of the objectives.
The obj ectives need to tocu s on behavioral issues rather than
broad but ambiguous statements using such terms as harmony
and awar eness .

• The basic trainin g model currently in exis tence needs to be recon-
sidered. Commanders had considerable diffi culties making the
model fit their individu a l units. The model appe ared to best fit
a line unit which had platoons. Rut commanders of HQ units and
permanent party personnel at schools found themselves tryi ng to
apply a train ing model which sccmed unsuitable.

• Commanders need instruction in how to apply the current train-
ing model and how to achieve the program obje ctives in their
un ils One of the great iron ies of the present system is that those
with the most tra ining, the fl RRI graduates , have no respons ibil ity
for the program while those with no t raining , the commanders .
hav e the most responsibility V

• RR’R) train ing regulations need to be enforced. Failu re to enforce
RR 10 training requirement s communicates to all personnel that
the program as symbolic in nature and primarily for show . If com-
manders do not take the program seriously, no one will.

• A strong RRIFO monitoring function needs to be established
which focu ses on substantive iss ues. Commanders need immediate
feedback with resp ect to the key iss ues relating to their trainin g
programs Things like accuracy of repo rts and format of traini ng
guides are of little importance when compared to the kinds of topics
that arc selected and the way in which the information is prese nted .

• I)KRl and Discussion Leaders Course graduates need to be better
integrated into the training system. The divisions that exist between
the R REO personnel and commanders need to be resolved so that
both are working togethe r toward a common goal.
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• Commanders need to be convinced that the prog ram does con-
tribute to unit readin ess.

• (‘om manders need a better understanding of the problem to
wh ich the RRIEO program is addressed. They generally feel
t hat because there as no racia l violence , t here is no problem. As
t he objectives of the program become more clearly defined , corn-
nianders need to be tau ght way s of looking at their own units to
determin e whet her there are specific problems that need to be
attac ked throu gh race relations tra inin g.
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